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COVER SHEET

(a) Respoii'ible Agency: United States Air Force

(b) Proposed Action: Expansion of Melrose Air Force Range, Curry and

Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico.

(c) Responsible Individual: Roy L. Barker, HQ TAC/DEEV, Langley AFB, VA.

23665, Telephone (804) 764-4430

(d) Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement

Cannon Air Force Base in Clovis, q MJ ,2<proposes to increase the

size of the Melrose Air Force Range in Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New

Mexico, from 22,120 to 77,120 acres. This expansion by fee, easement, and
lease acquisition will al'ow an increase in the number of targets and attack

headings, thereby alleviafing existing training deficiencies. It will also
place under minimal Air Force control lands which will be overflown by

aircraft making tactical maneuvers, and lands which fall witLin hazard
descriptors of the weapons used. This will eliminate existing safety

restrictions on maneuvers. Act.], numbers of aircraft using the range would

not increase.

5'Several alternatives, including the no-action alternative, were
investigated. Alternatives involving more use of other, existing ranges were
found impractical, mainly due to high existing use levels at those ranges.

* Alternatives involving construction of a replacement range at another location
were not practical due to incompatible airspace-or land-us. The Air Force's
preferred alternative is to expand the existing range by acquiring the minimum
interests in land and minerals necessary to eliminate safety and training
deficiencies. This will involve fee purchase, restrictive easements, and
leases. As a direct result of landowner and mineral rights owner concer'ns
raised during the environmental impact analysis process, the Air Force
modified the real property interests to be acquired. Fee acquisition will be
reduced from 55,000 acres to 27,760. The remaining minimal real property
interests in 27,240 acres will be a combination of easements and leases.

Additionally, mineral rights will be acquired only where exploriation and
exploitation would be impossible due to surface restrictions.

The'p;rimary public concerns associated with the proposed action are
socioeconomic, focusing mainly on loss of mineral and water rights, land, and

tax revenues, and on decreased viability of two small school districts. The
primary environmental concerns were over lack of knowledge of (and therefore
threat of inadvertant damage to) archaeological/cultural sites. Other
concerns raised include damage to vegetation and wildlife resources, and loss
of utilities and roads.) Under the no action alternative, present conditions
would remain the same: aircraft noise, occasional small fires, and possible

-1dqr-tnL disturbance of archaeological sites. If the proposed action were
adoi;ted, air and water quality would not change, and noise impacts would
improve somewhat on the east side of the range. There would be miner negative
effects on soils and vegetation caused by expanding the target arrays.
Archaeol-gical resources would be surveyed and protected, although inadvertant
loss of undiscovered sites could occur during construction. Economically,
some lands 4ould be withdrawn from existing uses, and other lands would shift

from agriculture to grazing. Private property and utility lines would be
purchased. A few families would be forced to relocated. Some of the mineral
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SUMMARY SHEET

1. Type of Action: Administrative (X) Legislative ( )

2. Description of Proposed Action:

The Air Force proposes to expand the Melrose Air Force Bombing Range, New
Mexico, from 22,120 acres t:o 77,120 acres. The proposed expansion area covers
55,000 acres surrounding the existing range. There are 43 private surface
land owners and 55 tracts within the proposed expansion. In addition, the
State of New Mexico and the Bureau of Land Management have tracts.

The 27th Tactical Fighter Wing, Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico is the
prime user.

Melrose is currently less than one third of the size (land area) required
by Air Force Regulation 50-46 to provide a bombing/gunnery range. Because of
this the existing range is functionally inadequate for current tactical
aircraft and weapons training requirements. Existing deficiencies produce a
"canned" training environment. After a few missions on the range, aircrews
can easily identify the limited target array. Versatility and realism in
training are greatly reduced. The overall result is that student and mission
ready aircrews receive extremely limited training dealing only with the basics
of their aircraft's capabilities.

An expanded range would meet or exceed all operational criteria for a
range primarily serving a tactical fighter wing. In summary, expansion would:

a. Eliminate limitations placed on practice deliveries or simulated
nuclear and conventional ordnance.

b. Allow complexity and realism in attack maneuvers.

c. Provide space for deVelopment of target arrays similar or identical to
those that may be found in actual combat situations.

3. Public Review of the Draft ETS:

The public review and comment period for the draft environmental impact
statement (DEIS) ran from March 15, 1984 to June 30, 1984, having been
extended at public request. During this period, public comments on the DEIS
were solicited. Written comments were submitted to Headquarters, Tactical Air
Command at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia. Verbal comments were received at
tLe public hearing held in Floyd, New Mexico on June 6, 1984.

The primary public concerns associated with the proposed action are
socio-economic, focusing mainly on loss of mineral and water rights, land, and
tax revenues, and on decreased viability of two small school districts. The
primary environmental concerns were over lack of knowledge of (and therefore
threat of inadvertant damage to) archaeological/cultural sites. Other
concerns raised include damage to vegetation and wildlife resources, and loss
of utilities and roads.

After receiving public comments, the Air Force substantially reorganized

the DEIS (including this Summary), incorporating in the document responses to
many comments and questions. For this reason, many responses to comments
direct the reader to portions of the EIS.
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As a direct result of landowner and mineral rights owner concerns raised
during the environmental impact analysis process, the Air Force modified the
real property interests to be acquired. Fee acquisition will be reduced from
55,000 acres to 27,760. The remaining minimal real property interests in
27,240 acres will be a combination of easement and leases. Additionally,
mineral rights will be acquired only where exploration and exploitation would
be impossible due to surface restrictions.

4. Summary of Impacts:

Air quality would not be significantly impacted because the number of
aircraft using the range would not increase, nor would ground activities
substantially increase. Increased acreage subject to mission-related fires
would cause temporary degradation t 4r quality during these fires.

Noise impacts would remain substantially the same. The 65 DNL noise level
contour would be expanded because of the addition of a second approach path
and flight pattern: however, the 75 DNL area will decrease on the east side
of the range.

Water quality would be unaffected as the site has no surface water.
Modifications in land use could reduce demand on the aquifer, and underground
water quality would not be affected.

No threatened or endangered species are found in the area of the proposed
action. Existing agreements with state and federal wildlife management
agencies will ensure that adequate continuing attention will be given wildlife.

Approximately 400 acres of vegetation will be removed for the creation of
fire lanes, targets, run-in lines, and target maintenance roads.
Additionally, the increased area over which targets are dispersed will subject
additional land to increased mission-related fires.

The Air Force, in consultation with the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Council On Historic Preservation,
has an agreement to pursue and aggressive program to identify and protect
significant cultural sites on the existing Melrose Range and the proposed
expansion area (if acquired). The SHPO has recognized in formal
correspondence the Air Force's commitment to identify, nominate, and conserve
cultural sites on the proposed acquisition property. A Memorandum of
Agreement to that effect between the Air Force and the State of New Mexico
Historic Preservation Bureau will be prepared if the proposed expansion is
authorized.

Of the 55,000-acres required, 27,760 would be purchased outright.
Croplands would revert to grazing lands, and existing grazing lands would
generally continue in their present use, although some restrictions in the
interest of safety would probably be enforced. Restrictive easements on
15,680 acres would prohibit inhabited structures, or structures greater than
100 feet high, but would otherwise permit existing land uses. Lands leased
from the state (11,560 acres) would be sub-leased for grazing wherever
possible. In general, laud use patterns are not expected to be significantly
altered.

Approximately 18 people (including eight school-age children) in six

structures would be dislocated by the proposed action. Up to ten people could
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lose employment. However, ther continued agricultural use of the land 'Makes it
quite possible that some of these people would relocate nearby and continue in

their present employment. This would also make it possible that some of the

affected children would remain within their current school district.

Although the prono=ad expansion would not affect the ultimate potential of

any mineral resources in the area, their exploitation could be indefinitely
delayed if such could not be accomplished in a manner compatible with Air

Force operations. While the Air Force normally acquires mineral rights when

it acquires surface rights, the Air Force will, because of lanowner concerns,
attempt to accommodate mineral exploration and exploitation.

Some owners of mineral right's'may, however, be required to sell their minieral
rights. They would be paid fair market value for their property. The Air

Force has modified its original plan (i.e., to purchase all mineral rights in
the expansion area) to one allowing the minimum purchase of these rights,
while allowing the maximum amount of exploration and exploitation compatible
with the Air Force mission.

Mineral exploration and exploitation activities on lands where the surface

was acquired in fee would have to be carried out with no surface disturbance.
If the individual mineral rights owners on such lands believe the minerals are

so located that they can explore and exploit the mineral under these
circumstances, the Air Force would considei allowing the mineral rights owner
to retain ownership. If,' however, the mineral rights owners are of the
opinion that these restrictions effectively restrict them from access to the

minerals on their tract, their mineral rights would be purchased at fair
market value.

Owners of mineral rights on land over which the Air F6rce acquired a

restrictive easement would be able to either carry out exploration or
extraction under the terms of the easement (i.e., no structures over 100 feet

tall), or receive :approval from the Commander, Cannon AFB, for exceptions on a

case-by-case basis.

Acqu-is~tiiorL-paterns are planned to avoid severance damages to water
users. However, should such damages occur, the Air Force will consider making

arrangemeants!to provide continued water access.

Some pub±r- azds would be closed. None are through roads, so the local
transportatioz network would not be affected. One road will be laterally
moved (at Air Force expense) two miles, increasing its length, but otherwise
having no impacti"

Gas, power, and telephone lines serving secondary facilities to be
acquired would be purchased and severed. Trunk lines would be relocated at

Air Force expense. Other than the purchase of the lines to be abandoned, and
payment of relocation costs, utilities would receive no compensation for lost
cus tonmers.

Tax revenues come primarily from land ownership, mineral severance, ar-d
gross receipts. Although land ownership has been halved from the original

proposal, a decrease in property tax revenues will occur. Based on the 1982

county budgets-, lost property taxes under the original proposal would be about

$5340, or less tha 0.1% of the total annual budgets. The Floyd School
District would lose about 0.2% ($3051) of its annual revenues, while the total
annual loss in Curry County would be about $50.
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The Air Force reductiob of fee acquisition by 50% will, of course, reduce

the amount of lost revenues. Currently, no minerals are being extracted from

the proposed area. Acquisition procedures will minimize lands excluded from

exploration/extraction, but some lands may be precluded from this. The

presence of minerals in the area is a matter of professional debate. Gross

receipt taxes from agricultural production will be reduced somewhat. Cropland

in the fee acquisition area produces approximately 0.6% of the income for the

two counties.

In conclusion, the Air Force does not foresee significant impacts on

schools, tax revenues, land-use patterns, mineral extraction, or vegetation.

Potential impacts on wildlife and archaeological/cultural sites should be

minor, but the Air Force has made commitments to work with the appropriate

agencies to ensure that both initial and long-term impacts are minimal.

5. Alternatives Considered:

Taking no action would mean continuation of unsafe and deficient training

activities.

In addition to the no action alternative, the actions considered included:

a. Using other existing ranges. This was not operationally feasible

because the high current use rates of the other ranges did not allow

additional use.

b. Construct a new range at other military installations. This was

not operationally feasible because of land and airspace conflicts with other

military users.

c. Construct a new range at a new location. Although several sites

were investigated, airspace and/or ground use considerations positively

eliminated them from consideration.

In respose to public comments regarding the alternative of cnstructing a

new range in the Lon-Mesa area, the Air Force conducted another extensive

evaiuation in cooperation with the Federal Aviation Administration. As

documented in this E'S, the Air Force again concludes that no site there will

provide the airspace and ground area needed. Sites there could, at best,

duplicate the deficient training capabilities of the existing Melrose Range

with similar impacts on land use, but at greater cost and with disruption of

air traffic in general. The FAA strongly objected to all Lon Mesa

alternatives.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED:

The Air Force proposes to expand the Melrose Air Force Bombing Range, New

Mexico, from 22,120 acres to 77,120 acres. The proposed expansion area

(55,000 acres) surrounds the existing range. The State of New Mexico and the

Bureau of Land Management own 16,040 acres and 48 acres, respectively, in the

proposed expansion area. The remainder is privately owned. (See Figure I and
2).

The purpose of the propo3ed expansion is to remove the severe training

limitations currently experienced at Melroze Air Force Range. Currently,
range size does not meet prescribed safety standards or operational
requirements for tactical fighter air-to-surface training events.

F-1IID aircraft assigned to the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing, Cannon Air

Force Base, are the primary users of the range. Cannon AFB has a combat
mission which encompasses tactics ranging from close air support to strategic

nuclear deployment in all types of weather, day or night. Navy and Air

Reserve forces also use the range and account for approximately 4% of the

range's activity.

Melrose Range is located approximately 13 miles southwest of Melrose and

13.3 miles west-northwest of Floyd, Roosevelt County, New Mexico. The range

originally occupied 7,771 acres leased in the early 1950s to support training

requirements of aircrews assigned to Cannon AFB, New Mexico. In 1969, the

range was expanded to its present size (22,120 acres) to help meet the needs

of a newer generation of tactical fighter aircraft. However, even at that

time, several types of tactical aircraft using the range had capabilities

beyond the range's capacity.

The assignment of F-111D aircraft to Cannon AFB in 1971 intensified the need

for a training range that can accommodate enhanced tactical conventional and

nuclear delivery maneuvers.

A bomb training range must present target arrays similar or identical to

those that may be found in actual combat situations. It should allow

sufficient unrestricted maneuver airspace for aircrews to practice their

tactics against the targets. Air Force Regulation 50-46, "Weapon Ranges",
gives the general requirements for a training range. As required in this
specific instance, they are:

a. A ground buffer (safety) zone which allows all air-to-surface tactics
to be practiced without endangering residents in the area. This requires the

availability of suitable and sufficient land meeting minimum range size

requirements of 10 x 10 statute miles (64,000 acres) with at least one

approach corridor of 2.0 x 3.36 statute miles (4,300 acres). Acquisition of

private lands should be minimized.

b. Airspace for estalshment of a 25 x 25 nautical mile special-use

airspace over the range. These dimensions are based upon the F-IIID

requirement for routes with a twelve mile target run-in. Assuming a target

within a mile of the range center, an umbrella over an omni-directional run-in

* pattern is approximately 25 x 25 nautical miles.
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c. Location within 250' nautical miles' (the practical training range of an
F-IID) of the home base. This is close enough to allo' present usage to
remain the same. In other words, an aircraft taking off from the home base
should be able to reach a range via a low level military training route, spend
a half hour to an hour realistically training on the range, and return home
via either a low level military training route or a high altitude return route
with sufficient fuel reserves to allow two approaches before a safe landing.

d. Two-tower ronfiguration.

e. Strafe targets/area.

f. Skip Bomb Target.

g. Forward Edge of the Battle Area (FEBA) target array depicting
aggressor tactics.

h. Nuclear Weapons Delivery layout.

i. Scoring for all targets.

j. Day and night use capability.

k. Range maintenance/support personnel with facilities to support them.

1. Terrain suitable for access by ground maintenance crews to maintain
target areas.

The existing range is functionally inadequate for current tactical
aircraft and weapons training requirements. The basic size is about 4.3 x 7.3
statute miles with a 1 x 3 mile approach corridor. The 4,951 acre target area
is surrounded by a safety (buffer) zone (including the approach corridor)
totaling 17,169 acres. Because of current insufficient size and inherent
safety considerations, training is adversely affected by limitations on:

a. Practice deliveries of ordnance.

b. Complexity and realism of tactical maneuvers.

c. Strafing activities for guns larger than 20mm, and

d. Realistic target locations.

These limitations produce . "canned" training environment. After a few
missions on the range, aircrews can easily ident.ify the limited target array,
and versatility and realism in training are seriously handicapped. The
overall result is that the student and mission-ready aircrews receive
extremely limited training dealing only with the basics of their aircraft's
capabilities. If the target area could be expanded to encompass the entire
existing range, training requirements could be met, but safety considerations
would be unacceptably deficient due to loss of the buffer zone.

2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES:

Alternatives in solving the above problems are:
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a. Expand Melrose Range to provide training and safety requirements as
set forth in AFR 50-46. This is the preferred alternative.

b. Continue to use Meliose as much as possible within constraints, and
use other, larger, existing ranges (or develop a new range in another
location) for those training activities not possible at Melrose.

c. Close Melrose and perform all training at other existing ranges, or
develop a new range in another location.

d. Continue in the present status and train within the limitations

dictated by range size constraints.

Only two of these courses of action, when evaluated, were found to be feasible:

Alternative A. Expand Melrose Range to provide training and safety
requirements as set forth in AFR 50-46.

Alternative D. Continue in the present status and train within the
limitations dictated by range size constraints.

Alternatives b and c wer& found to be infeasible: that is, they either
did not resolve the initial problem, or presented difficulties which made it
impractical to pursue them further.

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION - EXPAND MELROSE BOMBING RANGE:

This proposal has four major facets:

a. Expand the existing Melrose Range to a 10 x 10 statute mile (64,000
acres) target area and safety buffer zone by moving the boundary approximately
2.25 miles to the south, 2.75 miles to the west, 0.5 miles to the north and
3.0 miles to the east. (See Figure 3)
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b. Expand th! exis'ting approach corridor beyond the minimum 2 x 3.36
statute miles (required by AFR 50-46) to about 2.9 x 6.8 statute miles. To
accomplish this, another approach corridor would be created parallel to the
existing approach corridor.

c. Possible revision of the existing 30 x 15 nautical mile restricted
airspace above the existing range.

d. Designate the existing range (minus the existing approach corridor) as
the area to be used exclusively for targets and range facilities. This
includes 15,249 acres (current buffer area minus the approach corridor).

All acquired land would be buffer (or safety zone) area, and as such would
have minimal surface disturbance. The Air Force would place no targets or
major facilities on these lands. The total proposed expansion area covers
approximately 55,000 acres surrounding the existing range. (NOTE: previous
calculations given in the DEIS had set the proposed expansion acreage at
approximately 54,496 acres. The figure of 55,000 acres does NOT represent a

change in the proposal, but only a refinement of data.) Total expanded range
size would be about 77,120 acres. Appendix B contains a legal description of
the lands to be acquired.

The Air Force does not foresee increasing activity (number of sorties or
total flying time)' on Melrose Range. Construction of additional
targets is required to optimize training time. The design and location of the
targe s has not been finalized.

2.2 CONTINUE IN "NO ACTION" STATUS:

This alternative would result in a continuation of current activities on
the Melrose Range. If Melrose Range were to continue in its existing use
pattern, training of aircrews would continue to be deficient, and safety
levels would remain unsatisfactory.

The current range size and use (described in Section 1.0) would not change.

2.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED AS INFEASIBLE:

Information gained at a public scoping meeting in Melrose, New Mexico,
in June 1980 and through later correspondence indicated an interest in:

(1) Relocating the range, or

(2) Not expanding the range, but using it in a limited capacity.

The taking of privately owned land and/or mineral rights was the primary
concern identified in the DEIS public hearing in Floyd, New Mexico in June,
1984. Additionally, several representatives of the State of New Mexico have
expressed concern over the idea of using state lands for this project. ir
response ta these concerns, the Air Force h-A eraluated-these options with
care, and has extensively re-investigated one suggested site (Lon-Mesa).
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2.3;1 CLOSE' MELROSE RANGE AND BUILD A NEW RANGE ELSEWHERE:

A map review of the area within a 250 mile radius of Cannon AFB revealed
the following (Figure 4).

a. Federal lands with sufficient acreage to contain a 10 x 10 mile
bombing/gunnery range are National Forest Land, White Sands Missile Range, and
Fort Bliss Military Reservation.

National Forest lands within a 250 mile radius of Cannon AFB and with
sufficient area to contain a 10 x 10 mile range are mountainous terrain. The
possibility of using Forest Service land was not further pursued because
targets must be built, policed, maintained, and scored. The rough terrain
would make access by ground crews impractical.

White Sands Missile'Range (WSMR) is an intensely used facility which
supports missile development and test programs for the Army, Navy, Air Force,
National Aeronautics and Space Administration, and other government agencies.
Airspace use and availability above WSMR is a major limiting factor
restricting additional uses of the WSMR. Even if suitable land area was
identified within the WSMR, airspace use conflicts and restrictions would
still prevent adequate training. This has been documented in the Final EIS
for the Reserve Supersonic MOA. For this reason, the WSMR was eliminated from
further consideration.

A site on the Fort Bliss Reservation in close proximity to the McGregor
Missile Range was suggested by the New Mexico Cattle Growers Association. The
site is shown in Figure 4 (page 9). To the west of the site lies White Sands
Missile Range, and to the northwest lies Holloman AFB. Due to the military
training and tenting activities conducted within this area, coordination of
existing airspaL, use with new bombing range training would present
unacceptable obstacles and limitations. Additionally, the low level training -

routes entering and departing this site are extremely limited and the possible
training scenarios stereotyped. This site was considered infeasible and
eliminated from further consideration.

b. Areas composed of State land or a combination of predominantly Federal
and State lands sufficient in size for a bombing range are identified below
(See Figure 4).
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Gran Quivira Site

This is a block of state-owned land, roughly 15 x 15 miles in size,
centered about 10 miles southeast of Gran Quivira National Monument. The
southern half of this area extends beneath the White Sands Missile Range
(Restricted Air Space R-5107 C). The northern poition of the state-owned land
is beneath commercial air route V264 and borders commercial air route V68S
serving Albuquerque International Airport. This site was considered
infeasible due to airspace conflicts and eliminated from further consideration.

Loco Hills Site

This site is located approximately 40 miles west of Lovington, New Mexico
and 25 miles east of Artesia, New Mexico near the village of Loco Hills.
Land ownership is about 85% Federal, 11% State and 4% private. Numerous oil
and gas wells are located in the southern portions of the site, and a major
underground pipeline crosses the northern portion of the site.

A restricted airspace umbrella for the site would sever commercial airways
V68 and V68S between Roswell and Hobbs. The possibility of realigning the
commercial air routes was not pursued because the presence of a large
developed oil and gas field makes the establishment of a bombing gunnery range
infeasible. The land to the north of this site has virtually the same
deficiencies. For the above-stated reasons, this site was considered
infeasible and eliminated from further consideration.

Lon-Mesa Site

This site is situated approximately 50 miles northwest of Roswell, New
Mexico between the villages of Lon and Mesa. Land ownership is about 75%
Federal, 20% State and 5% private. This site meets many of the criteria for
selecting a bombing range site. However, a restricted airspace umbrella would
sever commercial airways V68 - V83 and V68N - V83E, the only airways between
Roswell and Albuquerque. A 24 June 1981 letter from the Federal Aviation
Administration (Appendix A, Reference #24) strongly objects to realigning
these commercial air routes. A portion of that letter outlining reasons for
their objections is quoted as follows:

"I. The proposed LON-MESA site would completely block V68-V83 and
V68N-V83E. These airways are the main arteries between Roswell, New Mexico,
and Albuquerque, New Mexico. The possibility of realignment of V68-V83 is
completely out of the question because of the existing BEAK A and PECOS MOAs.
The additional mileage would be 8-.nautical miles to the south through BEAK A
MOA and 17-nautical miles to the north through PECOS MOA.

2. The close proximity of the LON-MESA site to the Roswell Airport would
add to the complexity of departures proceeding to the northwest and arrivals
descending from the northeast.

3. The LON-MESA site would require changes in existing IR routes 133 and
113; also in VR-125."

For the above reasons, the establishment of a bombing/gunnery range
between the villages of Lon and Mesa was initially considered infeasible.
However, in response to comments made at the DEIS public hearing as well as in

10



correspondence, a more intense evaluation of the operational feasibility of
the Lon-Mesa site was conducted by Cannon AFB. Five additional site visits
were conducted, and the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Air Route
Traffic Control Center (ARTCC) and the Southwest Regional Office were
consultei in a meeting at Cannon AFB and by letters.

Three specific sites in the Lon-Mesa erea were analyzed. Figure 5 shows
topography, highways, and underground pipelines in the area. Site 1 (Figure
5-1) was the original location identified above. Site 2 (Figure 5-2) was
recommended at the DEIS public hearing. Site 3 (Figure 5-3) was identified to
minimize the conflict of range operations with existing commercial air
routes. Only one commercial air route overlies Site 3. Figure 5-4 shows
existing restricted airspace areas and commercial airways above the Lon-Mesa
area.
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The FAA - the regulhtory agency for' aViati6n/airspace ule and safety
throughout the entire United States - objected strongly to all three
alternatives because the special use space umbrella necessary above a new
range in the Lon-Mesa area would severely limit flexibility for current
airspace users. The 'Lon-Mesa area is a natural funnel for air traffic moving
between the Albuquerque/Santa Fe/Ski Resorts area and southeastern New
Mexico. The FAA notes that a potential Lon-Mesa special use airspace would
overlap part of the low-altitude airway structure and a major VFR funneling of
traffic from every direction. It could be expected that the special use
airspace would receive heavy use not only from Cannon AFB, but also from the
150th TFG (Kirtland AFB), 49th TFW (Holloman AFB), and the 140th TFW (Buckley
ANGB), among others. Additionally, the use of this airspace will continue to
grow in total aviation importance. "Spill-outs" of high-speed military
traffic from the special use airspace can be expected, creating "close
calls". This would force air traffic to fly higher, and some aircraft would
not be capable of complying with this safety equirement. The flight safety
problems associated with mixing general, commercial, and military aviation are
compounded in the Lon-Mesa area, where there is limited air traffic control
radar availability. In other words, the Lon-Mesa area is currently used by
several types of aviation traffic that are already in occasional conflict.
The addition of activities associated with an air-to-ground range would make
this coexistance untenable.

Relocation of air traffic routes is controlled by many of the same
restrictions as are imposed upon Air Force training routes: flight mileages,
fuel consumption, and the location of permanent navigational facilities. The
additional radar necessary in this instance would, according to the FAA, cost
up to $9 million or more, and could take ten years to fund and develop.

Independent of FAA objections, the Cannon AFB analysis of the operational
feasibility of an air-to-ground range in the Lon-Mesa area identified the
following operational restrictions:

a. None of the sites would offer omni-directional approaches because of
the Roswell approach zone and commercial airways in the vicinity. Target site
development at the Lon-Mesa Range would only result in single target
capability and tactical approach options. These same deficiencies are major
reasons Melrose Range is in need of expansion.

b. Aircraft pattern "spill-outs" at Lon-Mesa are potentially more
dangerous than those at Melrose because of adjacent federal airways and
control zones.

c. Site 2 is constrained by the presence of three underground pipelines,
a microwave tower, and a federal highway.

d. The limited radar coverage noted by the FAA would cause hazardous
arrival and departure procedures for fighter aircraft using the range.

e. Information provided by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
Roswell District Office, indicates the value of mineral rights in the Lon-Mesa
area is much more than those in the proposed Melrose expansion area. Annual
lease rates for mineral rights average 472/acre in the site 2 area, $706/acre
in the site I area, and $1/acre in the proposed Melrose expansion area. This

would indicate that acquisition costs at Lon-Mesa would be substantially
greater.

17



f. The lands in'the Lon-Mesa area are used for grazing, and have
facilities on them which would have to be purchased, much as at the Melrose
range.

After re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa area, the Air Force again concludes no
site there will provide the airspace and ground area needed for the
performance of the Cannon AFB mission. Sites there could, at best, duplicate
the deficient training capabilities of the existing Melrose range, with
similar impact on land use, but at greater cost, and with disruption of air
traffic in general.

2.3.2 TRAIN AT OTHER RANGES (EITHER PARTIALLY OR WHOLLY):

Cannon AFB aircraft currently accomplish five percent of their training
requirements at four other ranges - Nellis, Luke, Red Rio, and Oscura. (The
location of these ranges in relation to Cannon AFB is shown in Figure I., page
2) These ranges do not meet the "less than 250 miles from Cannon AFB"
distance criteria, thus making refueling of the aircraft necessary. Because
of time spent in transit, viable training time will be reduced, without a
corresponding increase in flying hours. More importantly, these other ranges
are often not available to secondary users at the times training is desired.
Availability to aircraft stationed at Cannon AFB is limited to surplus range
time (that is, when the primary using organization has no scheduled need for
the range facilities), for which other units are also competing. Approximate
use rates of these ranges by their primary users are:

Nellis 100% of available time
Luke 75%
Red Rio 70%
Oscura 90%

Selecting this alternative would result in each Cannon AFB F-ID aircrew
receiving insufficient training, or each current user losing a proportional
share of its required training, thereby reducing combat effectiveness for each
unit. Additionally, if Cannon AFB aircraft were to conduct all their training
at other existing ranges, with Melrose Range closing, units presently sharing
Melrose Range with the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing would also have to use other
ranges more frequently. This increase in demand on the other ranges would
further decrease their availability to the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing.

Continuing to use Melrose within its limitations, and developing another
range at another location to handle those missions Melrose cannot handle is
impractical. The size requirements for the new range would mean it could also
accommodate those missions "left" at V'elrose. This would make Melrose
completely redundant, and the discussion in paragraph 2.3.1, "Close Melrose
Range and build a new range elsewhere", would apply.

For the above-stated reasons, the initial alternatives of using the
existing range in conjunction with other ranges, or closing the range and
training elsewhere were considered infeasible, and eliminated from further
consideration.

18



Z,4 SUMMARY'AND COMPARISON OF FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES

The ouri 7::- feasible alternatives are the proposed range expansion or the no
action ai.ternative. Under the no action alternative, present conditions would
remain the same: aircraft noise, occasional small fires, and possible
inadvertent disturbance of archeological sites. If the proposed action were
adopted, air and water quality would not change, and noise impacts would

improve somewhat on the east side of the range. There would be minor negative

effects on soils and vegetation caused by expanding the target arrays.

Archaeological resources would be surveyed and protected, although inadvertent
loss of undiscovered sites could occur during construction. Economically,

some lands would be withdrawn from existing uses, and other lands would shift

from agriculture to grazing. Private property and utility lines would be
purchased. A few families will be forced to relocate. Some of the mineral
resources would remain undeveloped, and small losses in local tax revenues
would occur.

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT:

3.1 AIR QUALITY:

The Melrose Range is located in the Pecos-Permian Basin Interstate Air
Quality Control Region. While there are no monitoring sites on or adjacent to

the range, quality of the local air resources can be inferred from the

Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) position on Curry and Roosevelt
County's status of meeting the national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).

EPA indicates that ambient concentrations of particulates and sulfur
oxides are better than the national standards; ozone, carbon monoxide and

nitrogen oxides camnot be classified or are better than the standards. The
area has not been designated as an Air Quality Maintenance Area for any of the
criteria pollutants discussed above.

Although military aircraft are exempt from emission regulations set forth
in the Clean Air Act, the emissions can add to the area's total pollutant
load. Table I indicates the present pollution (by source) occuring on the

range. These emissions have been occurring for the past few years and were a

part of the area's pollutant load when EPA ruled on the attainment status of

the national ambient air quality standards.
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3.2 EXISTING NOISE ENVIRONMENT:

Noise comes from many different sources; transportation, industrial,
contruction, household, and people and animal noise are all large-scale
offenders. Noise is commonly defined as unwanted sound. In the context of
protecting the public health and welfare, noise implies adverse effects on
people and the environment. Noise can be annoying, involving anger and
frustration; it can disrupt sleep, communications, and individuals' thoughts
and performance capability. Loud noises can cause temporary and permanent
hearing loss. In recent years many articles have been published that indicate
a possible link between noise and physiological ill-health.

Several factors beyond the magnitude of exposure have b(.en found to
influence community reaction. These factors include: (a) duration of
intruding noises and frequency of occurance, (b) time of year (windows opened
or closed), (c) outdoor noise level in community when intruding noises are
present, (d) history of prior exposure to the noise source, and (e) attitude
toward the noise source.

The method adopted by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) Department
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Department of Transportation (DOT),
and the Air Force for describing noise and evaluating its effects on people
and their activities is the average A-weighted day-night sound level (DNL).
The procedure uses the "A-weighted" sound level (which approximates the human
ear response) and averages the energy over the duration of a single event.
The single event level for the number of events occurring during the day and
night (with a 10dB penality for night time events) are then averaged to give a
single value for the 24 hour period.

A DNL of 55dB is recognized by HUD, DOT, and EPA as a goal for outdoors in
residential areas in protecting the public health and welfare with an adequate
margin of safety. The goal is not a regulatory goal; it is a level defined by
negotiated scientific concensus without concern for economic and technological
feasibility. Most urban areas exceed 55 DNL. HUD considers noise levels
between 65-75 DNL as "normally unacceptable" for construction of new noise
sensitive uses ( residences, schools, hospitals, and etc.) unless attenuation
measures are incorporated in the project design. Levels above 75 DNL are
considered "Unacceptable" for noise sensitive uses bu HUD.

Figure 6 shows the 65-75 DNL contours for existing operations on the
range. There are no schools or hospitals in the 65-75 DNL contours; however,
Figure 6 shows several ranches. Nine ranches are within the 75 DNL contour
and 15 within the 65 DNL contour.
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. 3.3 WATER RESOURCES:

There is no permanent durface waitdr on the proposed expanded range.

Irrigation on the High Plains (Llano Estacado) in Texas and New Mexico has
grown from a few watered rows in 1910 to more than 5.5 million acres. The

Llano Estacado (30,000 square miles) encompasses the agricultural community in
Eastern New Mexico and West Texas and is the largest uninterrupted area of
semi-arid climate in North America. The Ogallala Formation, an undergTound
aquifer, supplies water for irrigation in this area. Most authorities
consider the Ogallala Formation and the Portales Valley Fill, which underlies
the Melrose Range, as a single hydrologic unit. The two underground basins
which are a part of the Ogallala Aquifer extending into the boundaries of the
proposed Melrose Range expansion are the Fort Sumner Basin and the Portales
Basin. A representative of the New Mexico State Engineer's Office indicates
these are the only designated or dpclared aquifer basins extending into the
proposed expanded range. (Declared basins are designated by the State
Engineer for the purpose of insuring orderly development of the water
resources.) The proposed Melrose range is shown with respect to the two
declared basins on Figure 7. A portion of' the Fort Sumner Basin comprises
approximately four square miles and the Portales Basin anproximately 30 square
miles of the proposed expansion.

The natural recharge to the aquifer system is insignificant in relation to

total drawdown in the region. In 1968 the State Engineer estimated that
annual withdrawal was five times greater than recharge. The Portales area
showed a decline of as much as 50 feet between 1932 and 1960. The New Mexico
State Engineer Basic Data Report, "Ground Water Levels in New Mexico, 1976" by

J. D. Hudson, and supplied by the US Geological Service, Water Resources
Division, Albuquerque, indicates that the average annual drop in the ground
water table in the five years preceding 1977 was approximately 2.50 feet.

Figure 7 shows the location uf 36 irrigation and livestock wells licensed
by the State Engineer. There is no requirement for a license for wells
located outside declared basins. Wells within a declared basin must be
licensed and drilled by a state licensed driller. If water rights are not
available for land purchased in a declared basin, a well may be drilled by a
licensed driller, but annual capacities are restricted to 3 acre feet of water
to supply 1 house, trees, and grass and garden on 1 acre of land. During the
preparation of the DEIS and through the public comment process a total of 47
wells of various size, use, and location have been identified within the
proposed expanded range; two have unknown owners. The locations and known
owners 'of the wells is provided in Appendix C.
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. 3.4 WILDLIFE RESOURCES:

Maps and surveys made by the Natural History Museum at Eastern New Mexico

University, Portales, New Mexico indicate the count of native terrestrial
wildlife in Roosevelt County is approximately 106 species of birds, 40 species

of mammals and 34 species of reptiles. Additionally, the Fish and Wildlife

Management Plan for Cannon AFB and Melrose AFR, which was prepared by the New

Mexico Department of Fish and Game, contains a fauna list which is reproduced

below.

3.4.1 MAMMALS:

Species likely to be found on the proposed dxpansion area include:

pronghorn mule deer

black-tailed jackrabbit desert cottontail

coyote swift fox

plains pocket gopher thirteen-linda ground squirrel

spotted ground squirrel black-tailed prairie dog

badger bobcat

striped skunk Ord's kangaroo rat
banner-taitea kangaroo rat silky Pocket mouse

plains pocket mouse hispid pocket mouse

deer mouse plains harvest mouse
wester' harvest mouse pinon mouse

white-footed mouse southern plains woodrat

northern grasshopper mouse hispid cotton rat

porcupine long-tailed weasel

ringtail pallid bat

Brazilian fieetailed bat

3.4.2 BIRDS:

The Melrose Range area has a diverse bird life, primarily because it is

located within an area where species can disperse throughout many varied

biomes. Although some overlap occurs, bird species are characteristic to each

of the four seasons. Spring and fall seasons are characterized by migrants,

while summertime brings the common nesters, numbering more than 20 species.

Representative species include:

western kingbird burrowing owl

white necked raven scaled quail

lesser prairie chicken loggerhead Shrike

roadrunner American kestrel

marsh hawk ferruginous hawk

roughlegged hawk golden eagle

prairie falcon Cooper's hawk

sharp-shinned hawk Swainson's hawk

red-tailed hawk Mississippi kite

barn owl great horned owl

flamulated owl turkey vulture

red-headed woodpecker lark bunting

sage sparrow ladder-backed woodpecker

b'lu grosbeak mockingbird

common nighthawk domestic pigeon

black-throated gray warbler brown-headed cowbird
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tree sparrow Bullock's oriole

summer tanager hermit thrush
horned lark western wood pewee
evening grosbeak brown thrasher
scissor-tailed flycatcher chipping sparrow
western meadowlark eastern meadowlark
black-chinned hummingbird barn sparrow
savannah sparrow killdeer
house finch lark sparrow

Wilson's warbler Mac Gallivray's Warbler
ruby-crowned kinglet song sparrow
American goldfinch roadrunner
morningdove scaled quail
bobwhite quail starling
mountain chickadee English sparrow
red-shafted flicker Oregon junco
white-crowned sparrow

3.4.3 FISH:

No natural bodies of water or streams exist within the proposed Melrose
Range boundaries.

3.4.4 REPTILES:

Species likely to be found o" the proposed expansion area include:

yellow mud turtle box turtle
lesser earless lizard six-lined racerunner
great plains skink ' collared lizard (mountain boomer)
Texas horned lizard eastern fence lizard
side-blotched lizard round-tailed horned lizard
tiger salamander plains spadefoot
wes'tern spadefoot Couch's spadefoot
great plains toad green toad
red-spotted toad ground snake
Texas blind snake prairie ringneck snake
western coachwhip Kansas glossy snake
western diamondback rattlesnake prairie rattlesnake
gopher (bull) snake western hognose snake
corn snake central plins milk snake
California milk snake Texas long-nose snake
checkered garter snake plains garter snake
plains b'lack-headed snake Texas night snake
massasauga

3.4.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGFRrD SPECIES:

As determined by the Area Office of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, no
threatened or endangered animal species are known to inhabit the Melrose Range
or immediate vicinity (Appendix A, page A-2 ). A pair of golden eagles
nest approximately 1/2 mile outside the northeast boundary of the proposed

expanded range. Although not listed as threatened or endangered, golden
eagles are protected under the Bald Eagle Protection Act. Additionally, the

Melrose Range is within the historic range of three endangered species: the
black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), the peregrine falcon (Falco
peregrinus), and the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus). Whooping cranes
could occur as transients to the area.
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3.5 VEGETATION RESOURCES:

The High Plains (Llano Estacado) of Eastern New Mexico lie primarily
within the Upper Sonoran life zone. The vegetation in this area is
characteristic of a native mixed or shortgrass prairie dominated by various

grass species. The High Plains rangeland or shortgrass prairie (which is
included in the proposed Melrose expansion) is dominated by such grass species
as blue grama, sideoats grama, hairy graza, and galleta. Big bluestem, sand
bluestem, little bluestem, buffalograss, cine mesquite, and alkali sacaton
occur on the sandier portions of the range. Mimosa, rubber rabbitbrush,
juniper, snakewood, yucca, etc., are found occasionally, and may become
numerous with certain climatic conditions in the shortgrass prairie. In
general, moderately grazed rangeland areas of this type are highly productive
in terms of both forage quality and quantity. The rangeland on the Melrose
range usually supports 15 to 20 head of cattle per section depending upon the
rainfall. *Larg6 trees do not normally exist except where they have been
planted around homes, farms, and ranch headquarters. No threatened or
endangered plant species exist on the Melrose range or within the immediate
area.

The principal crops produced in Curry and Roosevelt Counties are wheat,
grain sorghum, corn, barley, cotton and cotton seed, hay (alfalfa and other
types), peanuts and potatoes. Wheat, barley and potatoes are harvested in
late spring and early summer. Alfalfa hay harvest begins in May and ends in
late October. Other crops are harvested in the fall. The monetary value of
crops produced in the two counties during 1979 was $78,888,200. There are
approximately 455,000 acres in cultivation in Curry County and 350,000 acres
in cultivation in Roosevelt County. About 50% of land cultivated in Curry
County and about 35% in Roosevelt County is irrigated.

3.6 SOIL:

The land within the proposed range expansion area is, in general, highly
susceptible to wind erosion and tends to form sand dunes. The topsoil in many
places is thin and usually consists of a light sandy loam that does not
support top agricultural production. The three major classes of soil existing
in the proposed area are:

a. Amarillo-Clovis loamy fine sands association: Deep And moderately
deep sandy land.

b. Amarillo-Clovis fine sandy loams. association: Deep and moderately
deep, moderately sandy land.

c. Amarillo-Clovis loam association: Deep and moderately deep hardlands.

The soils of all three associations are underlain, for the most part, by
soft calichc at a depth commonly less thao four feeL. The soils underlain by
soft caliche generally have sufficient silt and clay through their solum for
the construction of ponds and dams. All of the soils are suitable for
terraces, diversions, waterways and other small earthen structures. The US
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) office in Clovis, NM, indicates that none of

the land proposed for acquisition in Roosevelt or Curry Counties is classified

by the US Department of Agriculture (USDA) as prime or unique farmland. Prime

farmland and unique farmland are defined by the USDA as follows:
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Prime Farmland - "Prime farmland is land that has the best combination of
physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber,
and oilseed crops', and is also available for these uses (the land could be
cropland, pastureland, rangeland, forest land, or other land, but not urban
built-up land or water). It has the soil quality, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high yields of crops
when treated and managed, including water management, according to acceptable
farmining methods. In general, prime farmlands have an adequate and
dependable water supply from precipitation or irrigation, a favorable
temperature and growing season, acceptable acidity or alkalinity, acceptable
salt and sodium content, and few or no rocks. They are permeable to water and
air. Prime farmlands are not excessively erodible or saturated with water for
a long period of time, and they either do not flood frequently or are
protected from flooding. Examples of soils that quality as prime farmland are
Palouse silt loam, 0 to 7 percent slopec; Brookston silty clay loam, drained;
and Tama silty clay loam, 0 to 5 percent slopes."

Unique Farmlands - "Unique farmland is land other than prime farmland that
is used for the production of specific high value food and fiber crops. It
has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and
moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high quality and/or
high yields of a specific crop when treated and managed according to
acceptable farming methods. Examples of such crops are citrus, tree nuts,
olives, cranberries, fruit, and vegetables."

Review of SCS maps indicate that approximately 3,500 acres of land
classified by the USDA as additional farmlamd of statewide importance might be
impacted. The USDA definition of this classification of land is as follows:
"This is land, in addition to prime and unique farmlands, that is of statewide
importance for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage and oil seed
crops. Criteria for defining and delineating this land are to be determined
by the appropriate State agency or agencies. Generally, additional farmlands
of statewide importance include those that are nearly prime farmland and that
economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed according
to acceptable farming methods. Some may produce as high a yield as prime
farmlands if conditions are favorable. In some States, additional farmlands
of statewide importance may include tracts of land that have designated for
agriculture by State law."
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3.7 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/CULTURAL RESOURCES:

The land which comprises and surrounds the existing Melrose Range lies
within an area called the Eastern Peripheral Zone. This zone forms the
eastern periphery of the Puebloan cultural area, and is expected to contain
artifacts from the paleo period (Clovis, Folsom and Midland cultures) and the
Archaic ("Picosa" or basketmaker materials). In addition to these earlier
cultures, artifacts from several nomadic groups such as Apache, Comanche and
Navajo may occur in this area. Although this portion of the state has not
oeen intensely explored in archaeological terms, artifacts from all groups
have been encountered within a 100-mile radius of the range.

In an effort to gain an understanding of archaeological/cultural features
of the existing Melrose Range, Cannon AFB took steps td hdve a professional
survey performed. The resulting Statement of Work was developed with
recommendations from Eastern New Mexico University's Agency for Conservation
Arhaeology, and was approved by the New Mexico State Historic Preservation
Office. This contract focused on the existing Melrose Range, which is the
site where most (if not all) ground disturbance would occur under this
proposal, and called for a 10% survey following a specified sampling design,
with a 100% survey of areas that would be impacted during possible future
ground disturbing activities. The survey identified twenty cultural sites in
the 10% area survey in 1981. These sites consisted of possible former
quarries, campsites, temporary shelter locations and in one instance, a burial
site. None of the sites were recommended or identified as being eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places.

Because deficiences have been identified in the survey, it will be
reaccomplished. In the interim, construction sites would be investigated
prior to disturbance. Identified sites which may be eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places would be protected in any case, usually by proper
selection of target location.

The proposed expansion area has not been surveyed. The Air Force, in
1980, expressed its commitment (Appendix A, page A-46) to identify, nominate,
and protect eligible cultural sites on lands in the proposed expansion area
should that land be acquired. To formalize this commitment, the Air Force
requested that, following authorization of the acquisition, a Memorandum of
Agreement with the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Bureau be
initiated. This was agreed to by the Bureau in consultation with the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation.

3.8 SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONDITIONS:

3.8.1 POPULATION STATISTICS AND ECONOMIC BASE:

The proposed expansion would affect land in Curry and Roosevelt Counties,
New Mexico. The nearby village of Melrose has a population of 649 (1980
census). Goverument, including Cannon Air Force Base and the city of Clovis,
is the largest source of employment in Curry County, with agriculture
employing the next largest number. In Roosevelt County, agriculture is the
number one source of employment.
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CURRY COUNTY ROOSEVELT COUNTY

Population (1980) 39,043 14,431

Per Capita Income U1978) $6,767 $6,107

Rank in state 7 14
Unemployment Rate (1984) 6.5% 4.3%

3.8.2 OWNERSHIP AND LAND' USE:

Ownership (Surface ands)

The proposed expansion area (55,000 acres) surrounds the existing range
located in 'Roosevelt County, and would also include 5198 acres in Curry

County. (See Figure 2, page 3.) There are 55 tracts with a total of 43
owners, including private individuals, the State of New Mexico, and the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM).

Ownership (Mineral Rights)

A review of local abstract maps of the proposed expansion area shows over

200 tracts with over 100 owners, including private individuals, the State of
New Mexico, and the US government. The State of New Mexico owns mineral
rights on 6,400 acres of privately-owned surface lands in addition to lands on
which it owns the surface.

Land Use

Zoning or formal land-use planning is not actively pursued by either
Roosevelt or Curry County. The Eastern Plains Council of Government, the New
Mexico Council of Governmedt, and the New Mexico State Planning Office
classify the land surrounrding the existing Melrose Range as agricultural land.

CURRY COUNTY ROOSEVELT COUNTY

Acres Acres

Dryland Farming 0 2500
Irrigated Farming 640 2860
Private Rangeland 878 36622

Leased Rangeland' (State) 3680 7820

Totals 5198 4980Z

The land is predominantly used for cattle grazing (about 49,000 acres). A
total of six inhabited dwellings are located on four ranches within the
proposed expanded range boundaries. The locations of these dwellings are
shown on Figure 8.

There are no known mineral exploration or exploitation activities ongoing
in the proposed expansion area.

3.8.3 MINERAL RESOURCES:

Sixty-five percent of the proposed expansion area is under oil and gas

lease. The breakdown is:
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Total Mineral Approx. Acres
Owner Acres Und&r Lease Percentage

State 21,980 1-8,407 84.0
Federal 3,227 3,211 99.5
Private 29",290 14,070 48.0
Total 54,497 35,688

In 1974, the State of N~w Mexico classified the Melrose, New Mexico area
as having a high potential for the discovery of oil and gas. The developed
oil and gas fields to the south have been steadily expanded to the north and
are now within 30 miles. There are two producing gas wells in De Baca County
approximately 12 miles southwest of the proposed Melrose Bombing Range. Over
the past 50 years, 25 test wells have been drilled in the Melrose and Floyd
area. Except for the two gas wells identified above, all exploration has
resulted in dry holes.

The proposed expansion is located within Potash Reserve Number 6, New
Mexico Number I dated 11 March 1926. This reserve was created on the
presumption that where salt exists so does potash. To date, no salt or potash
is produced in the area and, as far as can be determined, none is planned for
the future.

3.8.4 ROADS:

Roads (See Figure 8). Approximately 45 miles of public road are located
within the area proposed for expansion. Additionally, New Mexico Highway
Department maps show 7.25 miles of public road adja-cent to the proposed
boundary of the expanded bombing range. The roads vary in width from 8 feet
for the primitive roads to 20 feet on low-type bituminous surface roads. The
New Mexico State Highway Department functionally classifies all of thp public
roads within the proposed expansion area as local roads. However, R[.
and Curry County officials view the north-south road between Range or.
Range 30E and the east-west road (State Road 25) between the third *th
tier of sections in Township 1 South as major county roads. Both ot .

roads are school bus and mail routes. State Road 25 (which would remain open)
is the only hard surface road in the proposed expansion area. The New Mexico
Highway Department reports the daily traffic count for this farm-to-market
type road is seven vehicles per day.
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3.8.5 UTILITIES:

Gas Lines (See Figure 91. The Eastern New Mexico Natural Gas Association
has approximately 13.75 miles of 2 inch PVC gas line within the proposed
expansion area, servicing dwellings and 24 irrigation wells.

Power Lines. There are approximately 39.5 miles of power lines within the
proposed expansion area, serving improvements there.

Telephone Lines. Therle are about 17 miles of underground telephone lines,
and 7 miles of overhead lines, within the proposed expansion area, serving
improvements there.

Other Utilities. A steel radio tower is located in the northeast corner
of Section 24, TIS, R29E (Figure 9).
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. 3.8.6 TAX REVENUE:

Curry County." Most of the land in the proposed 5198-acre expansion into
Curry County is state-owned, and is out-leased for agricultural purposes. The
940 acres of privately-owned land return annual (1982 figures) taxes of
$50.83. The FY 82 budget for Curry County was $1,996,874.

Roosevelt County. Approximately 38,000 acres of the proposed expansion
area into Roosevelt County is privately-owned. it has an assessed value
(1982) of $499,148, and returns annual taxes of $5,288.64. The FY82 budget
for Roosevelt County was $1,542,309.

The New Mexico gross receipts tax is 3.75% (collected by the state) with
Curry County receiving an additional .375%, and Roosevelt County receiving an
additional .125%, on transactions outside a municipality but within their
respective counties.
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TABLE 2

TAX REVENUE FROM PROPOSED EXPANSION AREA (1982)

Acres Assessed Value Total Tax Rate Annual Tax

Curry County:

9'40 $5,922 25.647 mills/dollar $50.63
x 1/3 assessed value

Roosevelt County:

37,700 $499,148 31.786 mills/dollar x 1/3 $5,288.64
assessed value

Annual Tax Fund'

Floyd School District
Tax Rate = 18.339 mills/dollar $3,051.29

Highway Maintenance

Tax Rate - 12.697 mills/dollar $2,112.56

Hospital
Tax Rate - 0.750 mills/dollar $ 124.79

Total $5,288.64
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4.0 IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND THE ALTERNATIVES:

. 4.1 AIR QUALITY:

The no action alternative (continuation of current on-going activity)
would result in no change to the local air quality.

Pollutant contribution to local air quality would continue to be generated

in the form of fugitive dust and particulate and gaseous emissions from
aircraft operations. Dust generated from open sources is termed "fugitive"

because it is not discharged to the atmosphere in a confined flow stream.
Potential sources of fugitive dust on the range are vehicular traffic and
target construction activities.

Atmospheric dust arises from the mechanical disturbance of granular
material exposed to the air. The dust generation process is caused by
pulverization and abrasion of surface materials by application of a mechanical

force through implements and entrainment of the particles by the action of
turbulent wind currents. When a vehicle travels an unpaved road, the force of
the wheals on the road surface causes pulverization of the surface macerial.
Particles are lifted and dropped from the rolling wheels, and the road surface

is exposed to strong air current in turbulent sheer with the surface. The
turbulent wake behind the vehicle continues to act on the road surfa.e after

the vehicle has passed.

The potential drift distance o'f particles is governed by the initial
inijection-height, the particle's terminal settling velocity, and the: degree- of
atmospheric.tur buence. EPA AP-42 (Compi.lation of Air Pollutant Emission
Factors-) has evaluate& theoretical drift. distances for- fugitive dust, -

emissions,, as a function of particle diameter and mean wind, speed. Them e:
results indicate that, for a typical mean wind speed of ten. miles per .hour,:
partic.les: larger than: about one-hundred micrometers. are. likely to, settle out
within twenty- to thirty feet of the road. Particles- that are thirty to
one-hundred&micrometers in diameter are likely to settle with- -in a few- hundred.

feet. Sm&aler: particles., thirty micrometer td- belo0, tend- to remaimr
suspev±d h b= larger distanaes-. The. following: quantities: a: fugitive-
emissiors ari. ba ed on thirty micrometers- and smaller sized prait-ic:les-.

UsinrrgEFAemissmomr factors. (AP-42) and assuming that the propo.ed-range:
exparrsiomwrdre. tt in about ten more miles- of roa& on- therange-, it. is.
pro-jec.te2-,an:. rease. of- approximately six tons of fugitive dust would be-
gen erated.: eacirryear-

Maintenanrc, and construction of fire breaks, targets, run-in lines-, and
target maintenance roads would clear approximately 400 acres of land. This
acreage-was erroneously estemated as ten acreas in the DEIS. Tiil-ing
operations to soften the itapact area around targets and creating fire breaks
could subject the cleared acreage to increased wind erosion. The tilling
operat-ons are antLCLpated to result in about twenty pounds of particulates
per acre beingz1oft-oed inta :the air.

The quantit y-of fugitive emission is not considered a signifi.,nt irpact
to the locaL airzquality and- is not expected to cause the area to. e .ceed -the
Fed era1amb±attp7-ar-tic Ll-ate- standarid.
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The military aircraft would continue to emit particulate and gaseous
emissions into local range atmosphere. The proposed range expansion is not
expected to result in increased aircraft activity; therefore, there would be
no change in aircraft emissions.

4.2 NOISE:

Figure 10 shows the 65-75 DNL noise contours for the flight tracks that
would be used if the range were expanded. Comparison between the existing
operations (no action alternative as shown in Figure 6, page 22) and the
proposed expansion indicates a significant reduction in the overall noise
level on the east side of the range, but with a slight increase on the west.
This is due to dispersing the sorties on additional flight tracks that could
be created if the range were expanded. The 65 DNL contour on the east side of
the range would be over a portion of the town of Melrose; whose 1980 census
population was 649 people. The school in Melrose 4 also on the edge of the
65 DNL contour. There are no hospitals in the afft d area.

Noise levels above 75 DNL are of concern in respect to potential hearing
loss. The proposed action would reduce the 75 DNL contour, and consequently,
the number of people affected. The level of hearing loss for the average
person exposed to this noise level continuously for a 40-year period is
expected to be less than 1-2 dB, which is below the 5 dB level EPA believes to
be significant.

For the purpose of identifying protective noise levels, annoyance is
quantified by using the percentage of people who are annoyed by the noise.
This is felt to be the best estimate of the general advezse response of
people, and in turn, is viewed as reflecting activity interference and the
overall desire for quiet. The National Academy of Science through its
Committee on Hearing Bioacoustics, and Biomechanics (CHABA) has provided
guidelines (CHABA-69 Report) that estimate 15 percent of the 65 DNL-exposed
population are expected to be annoyed; 37 percent of the 75 DNL are expected
to be annoyed. The actual number of individuals which would be annoyed, file
complaints or take other action depends to a large degree on socioeconomic
factors and the attitude of the individual toward the noise source. Complaint
records at Cannon AFB indicate from March 4, 1982 until October 26, 1984 a
total of 26 noise complaints were recorded from the area of Melrose range.
These complaints came from nine different people; one person made four and
another made fourteen. This level of complaints would be expected to continue
if the Melrose range does nit expand. If thi expansion option is adopted, the
number of complaints could increase due to more people being impacted by the
65 DNL contour.

The Air Force has reviewed the current scientific consensus on potential
non-auditory ill-health effects from noise in environmental impact statements
prepared for the RF/F-4 Beddown at Bergstrom AFB, TX, Supersonic Flight
Operatons in the Valentine Miitary Operations Area, and Supersonic ,light
Operations in the Reserve Military Operations Area. These documents reviewed
both sides o'f the issue - authors advocating measurable effect and those
indicating no effect.
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CHABA has taken the position that current evidence is suggestive, but it
does not provide definitive answers on the long-term health effect issue.
CHABA encourages more definitive research with adequate controls for other
known risk factors. Dr. Shirley Thompson of the University of South Carolina

School of Public Health summarized her research team's evaluation on the
epidemiologic evidence available regarding the effects of noise on the
cardiovascular system in a paper given at the May 1983 meeting of the Acoustic
Society of America. Of some 800 poLential publications, 83 were chosen for
critical review. Each selected article was critiqued independently by an
epidemiologist, a cardiologist, and and audiologist. The conclusion derived
by the reviewers plus an additional set of consultants was "Our analysis
indicated that studies to date are inadequate for establishing cause-effect
relationships between noise and cardiovascular disease." Thompson's report
rated the literature and concluded that no American literature and only four

of foreign literature, rated higher than four on a scale of zero to nine.
These ratings indicate the literature is less than fully informative for the
task of judging the association between noise and cardiovascular effects. It
may be several years before enough data is available for a firm scientific
basis to state there is a cause and effect relationship between noise and
physiologic ill-health. In the interim, decisions must be made based on
current scientific consensus.

Effects of noise on animals and wildlife was also covered in the above
discussed environmental impact statements. The article in Appendix D gives an
overview of current literature and provides a basis for concluding that noise
would not result in a significant effect on or around the Melrose Range.
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4.3 WATER RESOURCES:

Since the proposal requires no ihceease in the number of personnel working
on the range, there would be no increase in water demand or waste disposal.
With the reduced activity in the area, it could even drop. As there is no
continuous running surface water, no surface water pollution is anticipated.
Similarly, the proposed expansion would have no impact on ground water quality.

Continuation in present status would result in no change in existing
impacts on water resources.

Fee acquisition for the proposed expansion would include approximately 40
wells and water rights when lands are purchased in fee. Wells on lands
acquired by restrictive easement or by lease from the state (See Section

4.8.2.1) would continue in use as the owner sees fit, within the conditions of
the easement.

Acquisition policy would be to eliminate instances where wells on fee
purchase lands serve lands not acquired in fee. If, however, ult.mate land
acquisition does create severance damages to a remainder, the Air Force would
consider providing continued use of the well.

4.4 WILDLIFE HABITAT/THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES:

No known threatendd' or endangered species inhabit the range. Selection of
the no action alternative would cause no change in existing effects on

* wildlife.

The expansion proposal is within the historical range of the endangered
black-footed ferret, peregrine falcon, and bald eagle. However, these species
are currently not found there. The Air Force believes there would be no
effect on federally listed threatened or endangered species or their habitat.
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Golden eagles nesting nearby might be subjected to increased aircraft
noise. Aircraft using the proposed expanded Melrose Range would fly at
subsonic speeds and at low altitude. Most published studies regarding the

effect of aircraft noise on wildlife (and domestic animals) deal with sonic
booms (generated by supersonic flight). Studies suggest that animals
generally respond to low level jet aircraft by some demonstration of increased
alertness. Frequently, this is in the form of a temporary startle reflex.

However, no study has indicated a long term adverse effect on wildlife. There
is no indication that wildlife on or near the present range are disturbed by
the existing low level flying activity and no reason to believe wildlife would
be adversely impacted by low level flying activity should the range expand. A
joint Air Force and US Fish and Wildlife Service study regarding the effect of
low altitude training on nesting behavior of raptors (birds of prey) indicates

they are extremely tolerant of low-level jet overflight. This study is
reviewed, with other studies regarding the responses of wildlife and farm
animals to low level jet overflight, at Appendix D. To positively protect the

nesting golden eagles, a "no-fly" area could be established around the nest

site during the nesting season to insure the birds are not disturbed.

Antelope commonly graze on the range now. Expanding boundaries of the
range is not expected to affect them.

The existing Melrose range has a Wildlife Managment Plan (prepared by the

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish (NMDGF)) as required by Air Force
Regulations. This plan has been revised to cover a potentially expanded
range. Wildlife would be protected and managed in coordination with the New

Mexico Fish and Game Department.

A formal cooperative agreement with the USFWS and NMDGF for the

protection, development and management of wildlife resources at Melrose Air
Force Range was signed on 28 Jan 85. This agreement provides for the Air

Force, USFWS and NMDGF to jointly develop, maintain and manage the wildlife
resources at Melrose Range in the best interest of the people of New Mexico
and the United States.

4.5 VEGETATION RESOURCES:

The long term effect on vegetation from the impact of practice ordnance

and the rare use of full-size inert ordnance would be minor. The largest

effect practice ordnance would have on the vegetation would be from fires
resulting from the detonation of the explosive charge. During the dry months,
frequent grass fires of one to five acres in the impact area are currently
experienced, and result in the destruction of the top growth,, The root
structure of the rangeland grasses is normally uot damaged, and the grasses

recover during the next gr Jing season. Frequenc, .f fires is also
self-limiting, as burned lands will not be suscepti to another fire until a

sufficient fuel load is regenerated. However, beca,. there would be a larger

number of .argt. di.spered Over a larger area , tot land area subjected to
this fire potential would increase. The amount of -',d area affected cannot
be established because target design and location has not been determined.

Continuing existing use would not change existing effects on vegetation.

4.6 SOIL:

Approximately 400 acres of vegetation would bp rt-moved in the construction
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of new firebreaks, target areas, run-in lines, and target maintenance roads.
Some short-term damage would result from practice ordnance. This could result
in increased potential for wind erosion.

Soil erosion and invasion by undesirable plant species can be prevented
via procedures developed in consultation and coordination with the U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Soils Conservation Service (SCS). Cannon AFB has
pledged to work with the SCS on this matter.

Currently about 696 acres are mtintained devoid of vegetation. This
includes a 60 foot wide firebreak around the existing impact area and a 40
foot wide firebreak around the existing range perimeter. Additional or new
range perimeter firebreaks are not proposed for the expanded range. Although
specific locations and designs have not been finalized, new target arrays are
included in the proposal. This involves the destruction of vegetation and
softening of the soil in the immediate vicinity of each target to minimize the
possibility of ordnance ricochet. The new target locations also require a 20
foot firebreak around each target. New firebreaks, targets, run-in lines, and
target maintenance roads maintained devoid of vegetation would total
approximately 400 acres. Areas maintained devoid of vegetation would be
subject to wind and water erosion. However, experience on the present range
indicates erosion problems would be minimal. Soil disturbance surrounding any
particular target is likely to decrease due to the establishment of additional
targets within an expanded impact area.

The vast majoi1ty of ordnance used includes practice bombs, inert full
scale bombs, and target practice gun ammunition. The explosive and combustive

S content of practice bombs is approximately equivalent to that of an eight
gauge shotgun shell. The delivery of full scale live ordnance is not
planned. Ground disturbance from the non-explosive impact of ordnance is felt
to be minor when viewed from the perspective of overall range operations.

Soils would not be impacted beyond existing levels were the no action
alternative selected.

4.7 ARCHAEOLOGICAL/CULTURAL SITES:

The Air Force has a responsibility to identify and conserve cultural
resources on land under its control or within the area of an undertaking's
environmental impact. Because private land owners and state agencies are not
mandated by Federal legal requirements to identify, nominate, and protect
eligible cultural properties, the end result of the expansion could actually
be improved security for any such sites present. The proposed expansion area
has a probability of containing potentially-significant archaeological sites,
but since the lands proposed for acquisition would not be developed or
otherwise substantially modified by the Air Force mission, the threat to any
archaeological sites there is minimal. Proposed new target locations within
the existing range may be near or on archaeological/cultural sites. The
actual impact of "h proposed expansion on this facaL cannoi be made until
precise target locations are proposed. These locations would be surveyed in
advance of use for eligible archaeological/cultural sites. Locations would be
altered where possible, or mitigation made where necessary. Using risk
analysis, statistical procedures and other planning guidance, new targets are
located on Air Force ranges such that the probability of ordnance striking

outside the prepared impact area is less than I in 10,000. The probability of
ordnance striking a known archaeologically significant site outside the
prepared impact area is remote.
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The Air Force, in consultation with the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation officer (5110) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
has an agreement to pursue an agressive program to identify and protect
significant cultural sites on the existing Melrose Range and the proposed
expansion area (if acquired). The SHPO has recognized in formal
correspondence (Appendix A, page A-46) the Air Force's committment to
identify, nominate, and conserve cultural sites on the proposed acquisition
property. A Memorandum of Agreement to that effect between the Air Force and
the State of New Mexico Historic Preservation Bureau will be prepared if the
proposed expansion is authorized.

If the no action alternative were selected, the need for an extended
archaeological survey would be eliminated, so less information on such sites
in the area would likely be generated.

4.8 SOCIO-ECONOMIC EFFECTS:

The followig sections discuss the impacts of the proposed action. If no
action were taken, current effects on socio-economic aspects would not change.

4.8.1 DISLOCATION OF FAMILIES/POPULATION EFFECTS:

Persons residing on four ranches on property to be acquired under the
proposal would be relocated. Approximately 18 individuals are involved.

These families reside in four houses and two mobile homes located on .
property owned by four separate landowners. These homes would be purchased
and vacated. Other agricultural lands would be placed under restrictive
easement which, in general, would permit continued agricultural use of the
land. Landowners would be compensated for these easements. See Section
4.8.2.1.

The law requires payment of fair market value for the acquisitiot of
facilities and interests in land. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real iM
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 provides additional compensation for i
persons displaced as a result of federal programs. In very general terms, the X
intent of the Act is to repay dislocated individuals the costs of relocating
them to comparable facilities in a new location.

Based upon a review of the work force at ranches affected by the proposed
land acquisition, it is estimated that eight to ten ranch employees could be
unemployed as a result of the proposed range expansion. (NOTE: This assumes
a worst-case scenario in which no agricultural activities would continue on
any lands acquired under this proposal. It may be expected that much land
will remain in production, so employment may be impacted to a lesser extent.)
The New Mexico State Employment Service Division advises that unemployment
benefits would not be available to these persons. Such benefits are paid for
farm workers only when the farm for which they worked averages $20,000 in
income per quarter and averages ten employees in any twenty week period. The
farms/ranches in the proposed expansion area do not meet these requirements.
The State Employment Office in Clovis advises that openings for experienced
farm and ranch laborers are available in the local area. The State Income
Support Office advised that, although welfare assistance would not be
available to relocated families, food stamps would be available if the need
arises.
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Neither the size of Cannon AFB nor the use of the range is projected to
increase. Under these conditions, no appreciable change would result in base
population, local revenues, or community economy.

Approximately eight school-age children attending two school districts
would be affected by the proposed expansion. Children living in the Curry
County portion of the proposed expansion fall under the Melrose school
district (256 students), while those living in the Roosevelt County portion
fall under the Floyd school district (195 students). The actual impact on the
individual school systems would depend upon the actual residence of the
children, but could not be expected to be more than a 3% drop in enrollment in
each school. This, however, is predicated on the students' leaving the school
districts altogether. Since the proposed expansion would permit some
continued agricultural land use (See Section 4.8.2.2), it may be expected that
some dislocated familie3 would relocate in the general vicinity and continue
in their existing employment. The number of children lost to the school
districts could be less than the figures provided.

4.8.2 LAND

4.8.2.1 ACQUISITION OF PRIVATE AND STATE PROPERTY:

State trust and private lands and mineral rights would be acquired by the
U.S. Government.

The expansion alternative, as originally proposed, called for the fee
acquisition of 54,496 acres. (Note: Recalculation has set the figure at
55,000 acres, although actual boundaries are not changed.) At the public
hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), as well as through
numerous letters, concern and opposition has been expressed by persons holding
real property and (more frequently) mineral interests in the area. Although
the Air Force would prefer a fee acquisition approach resulting in a
relatively simple and "clean" management situation, complete fee ownership is
not mandatory for the entire area. The Air Force has therefore conducted a
careful analysis to determine the absolute minimum real property interest
needed, while allowing maximum interest to be reLained by affected property
owners. The locations of targets, flight patterns, and hazard zone
descriptions for each type of ordnance have been confined to an area roughly
8 x 9 miles, with two run-in corridors of approximately 1 x 3 miles each.
Because of the hazard, this area must be held in fee ownership by the Air
Force. The remaining area (approximately one mile wide around three sides of
the 8x9-mile area) must be a so-called "buffer" area in which the Air Force
only requires a restrictive easement. This approach would keep the maximum
amount of land in production, provide work, and reduce the impact on
agricultural operations. The Air Force is offering a flexible approach in
this proposed acquisition to ease the impact on individual property owners.
The Air force would work with all individuals to insure acquisition lines are
not arbitrarily pl aceA d still in-urC miion C..ntial lan - - .. -d.

Uneconomic remainders would be purchased, or severence damages paid to
landowners as determined through negotiations.
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Lands to be Acquired

The reduced, and minimum essential, proposal calls for:

Fee acquisition:
Private: 23,280 (+-) acres
State: 4,480 (+-) acres
TOTAL: 27,760 (+-) acres

Restrictive Easement:
Private: 15,632 (+-) acres
Public Domain: 48 (+-) acres

TOTAL: 15,680 (+-) acres

Lease:
State: 11,560 (+-) acres

Fee acquisition means the tota*l acquisition of all real property interests,
including both surface and mineral rights. The Air Force would pay fair
market value based upon independent appraisals. However, the Air Force will
consider not acquiring certain mineral rights as discussed in Section 4.8.3.

Restrictive easement means that Air Force would purchase minimal rights
designed with the intent of limiting use of the property to cattle grazing or
gas/oil exporation or extraction. Structures would be limited to 100 feet in
height, and to minimal buildings for cattle grazing, farming, and mineral
exploration/extraction activities.

In the case of public domain lands, the Air Force will work with the BLM to
pursue desired Air Force restrictions: technically, the Air Force cannot
obtain a restrictive easement on public domain land.

Acquisition of State Holdings.

On lands where the state owns both the surface and mineral rights, the Air
Force would acquire a lease over 11,560 acres and acquire 4,480 in fee. If
the state is willing, the Air Force will exchange land in the easement area
which it acquires in fee (i.e., in situations where severance is tantamount to
fee) for all or part of the 4,480 acres. This would be done on a
value-for-value basis. The Air Force has identified 2,830 acres of
privately-owned land that it anticipates having to acquire in this manner.
The Air Force also anticipates acquiring another (estimated) 1,000-2,000 acres
of privately-held land outside the required range boundaries under similar
circumstances. If there is a shortfall of land for exchange, the Air Force
would consider fee acquisition of contiguous land if the landowner is
willing. This land would be made available to the state for exchange. A
similar aproach would be taken regarding state-held mineral rights on parcels
to be acquired in fee for which private parties own the surface rights. The
intent of this approach is to allow the state to hold essentially the same
overall real property interest in the vicinity, but different specific parcels
of land.

4.8.2.2 IMPACT ON EXISTING LAND USE:

Crop production on some land classified by the USDA as additional farmland
of statewide importance might be curtailed. Some existing cattle grazing land
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might be withdrawn, and more restrictive access procedures implemented on some
of the remaining portions. Because of the flexible nature of the approach to
acquisition, exact figures cannot be predicted.

Crop lands acquired in fee would not be available for crop production.

Lands acquired under restrictive easement or leased from the state could
be used in their current pattern of crop production.

Continued grazing on the existing Melrose range is anticipated, although
the increase in the number of impact areas could result in changes in the
shape, size, and location of the out-leased lands, both initially and over
time. Formalized access procedures would probably have to be implemented
because of the increased hazards. This is a change from the draft EIS, which
indicated that grazing out-leases would be cancelled.

Lands acquired in fee could be out-leased for grazing where mission
activities permit. The original owners and leaseholders will be given
preference in the leasing process for the first lease period. Due to mission
changes, the shape, size, and location of the leased lands could change over
time.

Grazing lands acquired under restrictive easement or leased from the state
would be allowed to continue in their current pattern of cattle grazing.
Overall impact on grazing activities may be expected to be minimal.

The land proposed to be acquired as a new buffer area would not be

contaminated by ordnance, except for accidental release outside of the impact
area. Accidentally released ordnance will be removed. The target area,
existing and proposed, would be permanently subject to restricted use because
even if Melrose Range were to close, decontamination procedures cannot ensure
the absence of unexploded ordnance.

4.8.2.3 LOSS OF WATER ACCESS:

Water sources (wells) within the fee acquisition area for some privately-owned
rangeland adjacent to the proposed expanded range might be lost. See Section
4.3.

4.8.3 MINERAL RESOURCES:

Although the proposed expansion would not affect the ultimate potential of
any mineral resources in the area, their exploitation could be indefinitely
delayed if such could not be accomplished in a manner compatible with Air
Force operations. While the Air Force normally acquires mineral rights when
it acquires surface rights, the Air Force will, because of mineral rights
owners concerns, attempt to accommodate mineral exploration and exploitation.

Some owners of mineral rights may, however, be required to sell their
mineral rights. They would be paid fair market value for their property. The
Air Force has modified its original plan (i.e., to purchase all mineral rights
in the expansion area) to one allowing the minimum purchase of these rights,
while allowing the maximum amount of exploration and exploitation compatible
with the Air Force mission.
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Mineral exploration and exploitation activities on lands where the surface

was acquired in fee would have to be carried out with no surface disturbance.
If the individual mineral rights owners on such lands believe the minerals are
so located that they can explore and exploit the minerals under these
circumstances, the Air Force would consider allowing the mineral rights owner
to retain ownership. If, however, the mineral rights owners are of the
opinion that these restrictions effectively restrict them from access to the
minerals on their tract, their mineral rights would be purchased at fair
market value.

Mineral exploration and exploitation activities on lands over which the
Air Force acquired a restrictive easement would, ii general, have to be
carried out under the conditions of the easement, i.e., no structures over 100
feet tall. Requests for exceptions to these restrictions would be considered
on a case-by-case basis by the Commander, Cannon AFB, who would take into
account location, timing, duration, and other aspects of the proposal which
might impair the ability of the range to perform its mission.

4.8.4 ROADS:

Roads on lands purchased by the Air Force would be closed to public use.
Of the approximately 45 miles of roads in the proposed expansion area, 27 lie
in the easement and lease area, and would not be impacted.

A 9-mile portion of the north-south road which lies in the western portion
of the fee acquisition area would be offset two miles to the west. The new
road would be contructed to original specifications, with construction costs
borne by the Air Force. Because of the 2-mile offset, a total of eleven miles
of road would be constructed.

A I 1/2-mile portion of SR 25 which lies in the fee acquisition area would :z
not be closed or restricted.

Net reduction of road miles would be approximately eight miles. The
closed roads in the fee purchase area ar. not through roads, but serve only
facilities that would be closed. Their closure would not restrict the local
transportation network.

Because the projected lost road mileage is eight miles, an annual funding
loss of t704 would be incurred by both counties involved. (See Section 4.8.6 )

4.8.5 UTILITIES:

Utilities located within the proposed expansion area include natural gas
distribution lines, underground telephone lines, and overhead electric power
lines (see Section 3.8.5). All of thesc. utilities serve improvements that
would be acquired as part of the expansion proposal. With the exception of
telephone and electric power lines serving Air Force facilities, these
utilities will be severed irom their parent systems and abandoned in place.
No surface disturbance (environmental impact) nor loss of service to adjacent
property owners (socio-economic impact) will occur.

There is a potential for reduction of revenue to the Eastern New Mexico
Natural Gas Association. The expansion proposal includes nine sections of
land to which the Association provides gas for operation of irrigation
systems. The proposed expansion could deprive the Association of the income
which is currently derived from the sale of gas for irrigation power plants.
Wells in the expansion area were billed $30,555.76 in 1980. The Association
believes its bonding capacity could also be impacted.
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Gas lines crossing lands purchased by the Air Force would be relocated at
Air Force expense. Lines within the restrictive easement and lease area would
not be impacted. Individuals who live on lands not planned for acquisition by
the Air Force, and who are currently served by gas lines, will not have their
service terminated as a result of the proposed expansion of the Melrose Range.

Electrical power lines on lands purchased by the Air Force, and not
serving facilities required by the Air Force, would be purchased by the Air
Force and severed at the property line. Primary distribution lines crossing
lands purchased by the Air Force would be relocated at Air Force expense.
Lines within the restrictive easement and lease area would not be impacted.
Individuals who live on lands not planned for acquisition by the Air Force,
and who are currently served by electrical power lines, will not have their
services terminated as a result of the proposed expansion of the 1Yelrose Range.

Telephone lines on lands purchased by the Air Force, and not serving
facilities required by the Air Force, would be purchased by the Air Force and
severed at the property line. Trunk lines crossing lands purchased by the Air
Force would be relocated at Air Force expense. Lines within the restrictive
easement and lease area would not be impacted. Individuals who live on land
not planned for acquisition by the Air Force, and who are currently served by
telephone lines, will not have their service terminated as a result of the
proposed expansion of the Melrose Range.

4.8.6 TAX REVENUE LOSS:

Local school districts and other local governmental units could lose
revenue from real property taxes, gross receipts taxes, and corporate assets
taxes. Should the acquired property actually prove to be a gas and/or oil
reserve, revenue from severence taxes could be deferred.

All privately owned land in the proposed expansion area in Curry County
would be acquired by restrictive easement, and should continue in production.
Minimal tax loss to Curry County is anticipated.

One section (640 acres) of state-owned rangeland in Curry County would be
purchased in fee simple. The amount of the lease income may be lost to the
state if the Air Force is unable to locate and acquire lands of equal value to
exchange with the state. All other state-owned lands in Curry County would be
leased frc- the state at fair market value. It is the intent of the Air Force
to sub-lease as much of these lands as mission requirements permit.

The proposed expansion in Roosevelt County includes privately owned land
which generates an annual (1982 figures) tax revenue of $5,288.64. Roosevelt
County's FY82 budget was $1,542,309. However, under the revised acquisition
proposal, approximately 11,122 acres will be acquired by restrictive easement,
and may generally remain in its current use. Another approximately 27,120
acres will be purchased, while the remainder will be leased from the state.
Appiuximately 5,360 acres of cropland will be converted to rangeland. The
actual impact on Roosevelt County tax revenues cannot be quantified or
predicted for the following reasons:

1. It is not known what portion of the lands in the proposed expanded
buffer area will be available for out-leasing, although it is the ir ent of
the Air Force to mazimize (within mission constraints) grazing use uf these
lands.
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2. It is not known how much additional land will be acquired in fee
simple by the Air Force for exchange with the state.

3. It is not known what remainders outside required range boundaries will
have to be purchased by the Air Force.

Counties receive state funds of approximately $88 per year for each mile
of road they maintain. be counties claim that their road maintenance costs
are fixed. If there is a net reduction of eight miles of road, the total
annual fund loss would be $704.

Department of Defense facilities do not make payments "in lieu of"
taxation; therefore, tax revenue loss would not be mitigated.

An exchange of federal land for state land could mitigate concerns for
loss of revenue if suitable land were to be available. The U.S. Bureau of
Land Management (BLM), responding to inquires from the New Mexico Commissioner
of Public Lands and the Real Estate Division of the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (acting for the Air Force), indicates that a third party exchange of
land is contrary to BLM policy and will not be considered. However, if the
state is willing, the Air Force could exchange land in the Melrose Range area
which it acquires in fee as part of the acquisition of remaindered
properties. (See Section 4.8.2.1)

Hunters (who purchase state licenses) currently use portions of the
proposed expansion area. A loss of hunting opportunties could result in
reduced hunt revenue to the state.

As earlier described, the land proposed for acquisition would serve as a
buffer area. The land would be managed for natural resources management
conservation programs'under the principle of multiple use and sustained
yield. Cannon AFB is exploring the possibility of opening the buffer zone of
the proposed expanded range to controlled public hunting. Initial review
suggests that public hunting is feasible on range non-use days. However, the
potential danger to hunters from unexploded munitions (from accidental drops)
must be studied. Range management personnel estimate that an average of 12
days (which includes weekends) each calendar month are non-use days. Hunting
on the expanded range would be accomplished under the game laws of the State
of New Mexico. All hunters would have to purchase a state hunting permit and
a Melrose Air Force Range hunting permit. If arrangements can be made to
allow hunting in the buffer area of the range, this would insure no loss of
State revenue from elimination of hunting on acquired lands. (Figure 3, page
6, shows the proposed buffer area).
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4.9 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES:

The existing area comprising the Melrose range has been committed to use

as a bombing and gunnery range since the early 1950's. Inherent with this

commitment, operations have been conducted which make most of the land a

safety hazard and this requires restricting general public use. Some specific

uses (grazing, agriculture, hunting) could be allowed on portions of the

proposed expanded area so the entire range should not be considered

irreversibly committed.

Target construction and operational activities would impact some

vegetation, and soil, which in turn could change the ecological

interrelationships by altering habitats. These localized impacts on

ecological interrelationships may alter the character of the entire ecosystem,
and could last as long as the effects of soil and vegetation disturbance

persist.

Construction materials, fuels, and manpower efforts would be irretrievably

committed. Water requirements for the construction and operation of the range
would be irretrievably committed.

Any undiscovered archaeological sites accidentally disrupted during

construction may be irreversibly damaged and could lose much or all of their

archaeological and historical value.

4.10 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL SHORT TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND

MAINTENANCE & ENHANCEMENT OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY

This section discusses the productivity of the environment which would be

affected by the use of the proposed range expansion. The context of
"short-term" refers to the time period of projected use of the Melrose Range.

At this time, Air Force planning documents indicate Cannon AFB will continue
to have an air-to-ground mission through Fiscal Year 1990. It is anticipated

that the range will be needed for a much longer period than current planning

documents cover. For the "long-term aspect of maintenance and enhancement of

the environment", the imprint of the Air Force's activity would be noticeable

for many years after operational activity is terminated on the range.

Short-term effects that could result from implementation of the proposal

have been discussed in this chapter. Long-term effects which would be

noticeable for many years after operational cases on the range include minor

topographic changes, soil loss and disruption through erosion and operational

and/or construction activities. Unexploded ordnance that bury under the

surface could limit future uses of the land. Noise created by the aircraft

activity could be primarily a short-term effect; however, future understanding

of noise may discover unknown physiological responses from repeated exposure.

Lands within the safety (buffer) area around the range would have some use

restrictions; however, production grazing and farming could continue.
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Federal Agencies

Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

Environmental Protection Agency, Region IV

Department of the Interior Geological Survey

Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management District Office

Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Arizona-New Mexico
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Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service Ecological Services Field
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Department of the Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs Albuquerque Area Office

Department of Transportation Federal Aviation Administration,

Air Route Traffic Control Center, Albuquerque

U.S. Air Force, Cannon Air Force Base, Base Civil Engineer

U.S. Air Force, 12th Air Force, Director of Operations

State Agencies

New Mexico Department of Game and Fish

New Mexico Department of Finance and Adminstration State Planning Division

New Mexico Department of Agriculture

New Mexico State Education Office

New Mexico State Public Land Commission

New Mexico Public Service Commission Office of Environmental Affairs

New Mexico State Environmental Improvement Division, District IV

New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources

Area-Wide Clearinghouse, Clovis

Regional and Local Agencies

Clovis National Bank

Melrose Farmers' Coop Elevator
Melrose Fruit Market

Energy Locators Company
Portales Chamber of Commerce

Ft. Sumner Chamber of Commerce

Roosevelt County Electrical Coop, Inc.

Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Coop, Inc.

New Mexico Cattle Growers' Association

American Agricultural Movement

DEPCO, Inc.
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DeBaca County Clerk

Roosevelt County Commission
Triangle Cattle Company
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Senator Jeff Bingaman
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Congressman Bill Richardson
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State Senator Stuart Ingle
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Mr. Carl Fenn
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Mr. Tommy Golf
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Mr. Lovell Greathouse
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Mr. and Mrs. Bob Johnson
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Ms. Joy Lakewood
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Mr. Charles Terry
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DeBaca County News
Clovis News-Journal
Washington Press News
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APPENDIX A

CORRE SP ONDE NCE

The first section of this appendix contains correspondence used in the
preparation of the DEIS. Since this correspondence provided source materi~l
for portions of the EIS, it is included here.

The second section of this appendix contains material received during the
public comment period after the publication of the DEIS, and is itself in
three parts: correspondence received from the public; comments made at the
DEIS public hearing and correspondence received from governmental agencies.

All comments were reviewed by individuals involved in the preparation of
the DEIS. Specific comments and questions were identified, and responses
prepared. In instances where a specific question or comments appeared
repeatedly, the reader is referred to the Air Force response at the location
where the comment was first encountered. When documents were both read at the
public hearing and submitted for the record, the response is associated with
the oral presentation.

The third section of this appendix contains the Air Force response to all
numbered comments and questions. As the EIS was prepared subsequent to
receipt of comments regarding the DEIS, many of the issues raised were
addressed in the body of the document. Therefore, many responses will direct
the reader to a particular section of the EIS.
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,VUNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR C

JFISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
-- _. AREA OFFICE, ARIZONA - NEW MEXICO

2953 W. INDIAN SCHOOL ROAD

PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85017

December 14, 1977 .

Department of the Air Force
Headquarters 27th Combat SupportGroup (TAC)
Cannon Air Force Base, NM 88101

Dear Captain Kopf:

This letter is in reply to Lt. Col. Anthony R. Stephenson's letter
of 28 October 1977 requesting information from the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service relative to endangered or threatened wildlife on,
or within, a 50-mile radius of Cannon AFB installations.

Based upon present information, we know of no resident federally
'listed endangered or threatened wildlife which could be found on
'Cannon AFB, Melrose Bombing Range, or the recreation area at Lake

- ,. Conchas. This is also true within a 50-mile radius of these areas.

Transient endangered wildlife which could possibly be found on
the installations, or within the 50-mile area include:

t' Southern Bald Eagle, Arctic Peregrine falcon and
, American Peregrine Falcon. Whooping Cranes and •

Mexican Ducks could occur as accidental strays
to the area.

Any transient specie occurring at an installation would also
occur within a so-ni'le radius of that installation. No threatened
wildlife occur as trailsients to the installation or within a 50-
mile radius.

Presently no critical ha'litat for any endangered or threatened
wildlife is located on the installation or Within the 50-mile
radius. -

For additional information, ],,ease contact this office.

oinkulely yours,

Gera'd L. Burton

Staff Specialist
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IS'/ 2, \. STATI" OF Ni.w MEiNKo

I)IElARI~ENT OF
FINANCF AND AI)MINISTIATION

*'' STATE IANNIN(; I)IVISION

BRUCE KING 505 DON GASPAR AVENUE ANITA HISENBERG
GOVE NOR SANTA rE, NEW MEXICO 87503 DIRECTOR

(505) 827-2073

DAVID W. KING (505) 827:5191 JOE GUILLEN
SECREIARY 1505) 827-2108 DEPUTY DIRECTOR

April 14, 1980

Curtis 0. Zeigler, Lt. Col., USAF

Base Civil Engineer
27 CSG/DEEV
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Sir:

This is in response to your letter requesting comments on potential environmental .- I
impacts of the Melrose Bombing Range Expansion. From our research we find c
that there are several areas that should be looked into. -_-j

First, is the subject of farmlands. According to our Critical Areas Study (CAS)
map, which is interpreted from Soil Conservation Service information, there
will be an overlap, as there already is on the existing range, with both highly .Z-.

and moderately suitable soils for irrigated agriculture. More specifically,
as found on the 1978 Soil Conservation Service (SCS) "Important Farmlands" maps '
of Curry and Roosevelt Counties, the proposal will overlap with several areas
defined as "Additional Farmlands of Statewide Importance." (See dc§&.iition,
Attachment A). Alternative 12 will overlap with a little less of this land than
the proposal, and Alternative 41 will overlap considerably less. All three
additions will oierlap an area of "Prime Farmland" in Curry County. (See defi- i-
nition, Attachment B).

The proposal and the two Alternatives, along with the existing range, totally
overlap an area of secondary rangeland. This, as defined by a Forest Service/
Soil Conservation Service Committce in a draft definition of rangeiand would
include "....rangeland other than that designated as prime rangeland that is
economically, ecologically, or otherwise significant to the state.or local area, -

which should be protected from premature or unnecessary conversion to other
uses...." As shown on the 1972 Soil Conservation Service map, "New Mexico
Grazing Capacities under Average Rainfall and Management Conditions," this region
falls under the 3rd highest grazing classification, which is 44-54 acres per
animal unit, year-long, or 14.55-12.03 head pc. bucLion, year-long.

Concerning archaeological site densities, the whole area falls under predicted
archaeological site densities of one to six per square mile. In th- 'ior2hd.rn
section of both the proposal and Alternative #2 is a band of predicted archaeologic
site densities of 7-12 per square mile.
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Curtis 0. Zeiglvr
April 14, 1980
Page Two

We also consulted the New Mexico Game and Fish Department's comprehensive plan
which, in the map section, shows that there is some overlap with the occupied
range of deer on all three proposals and a total overlap with the occupied
range of antelope. (See Attachments C and D). It might also be noted that the
population and habitat trends of the antelope in this area are static and that
there is a problem of chronic low young population here.

On the 1974 map, "The Future of New Mexico Oil and Gas Resources," produced
by the New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources, we found that this
whole region involved is a Class 1 exploration area for oil and gas.

Lastly, there was a 1964 earthquake epicenter in the northeast corner of the
proposal with a magnitude of 2.5. This magnitude would barely be felt with no
damage.

Please keep us informed of any developments on this project, and if we can be
of any further assistance please let us know.

Sincerely,

Betsy Reed, Planner
Planning Bureau

BR:jeh

Enclosures
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ADDITIONAL FARMLAND OF
LOCAL IMPORTANCE

This is land of local importance in the
production of food, feed, fiber, forage and
oilseed crops. Criteria for defining and
delineating this land was determined by
local agencies in Roosevelt County.

The soils in this category aie important to
agriculture in Roosevelt County, yet they
exhibit some properties which exclude them
from prime farmland or additional farmland
of statewide importance in the county. The
major property which excludes them from the
above categories is the lack of soil
moisture. Through the use of modern
farming techniques, fair crop yields can be
obtained from these soils through dryland
production.

These areas are shown in orange on the
Important Farmland Map and include 231,713
acres.
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LDEFINITIOI C

PRIME FARMLAND

Prime farmland is land that has the 3. The soils have a pH between 4.5 and
best combination of physical and chemical 8.4 in all horizons within a depth of 40
characteristics for producing food, inches or in the root zone if the root
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, zone is less than 40 inches deep.
and is also available for these uses (the
land could be cropland, pastureland, 4. The soils either have no water table
rangeland, forest land, or other land, or a water table maintained at a
but not urban, built-up land, or water. sufficient depth during the cropping
It has the soil quality, growing season, season to allow growth of cultivated
and moisture supply needed to crops common to the area.
economically produce sustained high
yields of crops when treated and managed. 5. The soils can be managed in all
This includes water management according horizons within a depth of 40 inches (or
to acceptable farming methods. In in a root zone if the root zone is less
general, prime farmlands have an adequate than 40 inches deep), so that during part
and dependable water supply from of each year the conductivity of
precipitation or irrigation; a favorable saturation extract is less than 4
temperature and growing season; mmhos/cm and the exchangeable sodium
acceptable acidity or alkalinity; percentage (ESP) is less than 15.
acceptable salt and sodium content; and
few or no rocks. They are permeable to 6. The soils are not flooded frequently
water and air. Prime farmlands are not during the growing season (less often
excessively erodible or saturated with than once in two years).
water for a long period of time, and they
either do not flood frequently or are 7. The soils have a product of K
protected from flooding. (erodibility factor) x percent slope of

less than 2.0 and a product of I (soil
Prime farmland in Eddy County, New erodibility) x C (climatic factor) not

Mexico meets the following criteria: exceeding 60. That is, prime farmland
does not include soils which have a

1. The soils have an adequate moisture serious erosion hazard.
supply. The area has a developed
irrigation system that is dependable and 8. The soils have a permeability rate
of adequate quality to meet moisture of at least 0.06 inches per hour in the
requirements eight out of ten years. The upper 20 inches.
soils have four inches or more available
water-holding capacity within a depth of 9. Less than 10 percent of the surface
40 inches, or within the root zone, if layer (upper six inches) in these soils
the root zone is less than 40 inches consists of rock fragments coarser than
deep. three inches. These-.soils present no

particular difficulty in cultivating
2. The soils have a soil temperature with large equipment.
regime that is frigid, mesic or thermic.
(Mean annual soil temperature at a depth
of 20 inches is higher than 32 degrees
r.A)
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Commrissioner J[ Pu~hc LU"~
ALEX J. ARMIJO P. 0. SOX 1148

COMMISSIONER SANTA FE, NEW AU4iC 87501

Apr)il1 2 4, 198 0

Lt. (Co1. Cur-tiS 0. Zeigler
B~ase Civil Engineer
Il0ZadquLarter-S 27th Combat

>,uppoi-t Group (TAC)
CG1won A\i, lorce Base
New Nexico 88101

lDeal* Colonel Zecigler:

Re : ME:LROSEi BOMBING RANGEi (PROPOSED EXPANSITON)

)~our let ter of March 26, 1980, addressed to the Neu, Mexico State
P1 ann i n Office regarding the proposed expans ion of thc Mel rose
Bomb in ag Rang has beenl re cr red to me for1 reply, insofar as it
a Iects state trust l ands under the juri sdict ion of the Comims-
5 i Onci' of Pu~bli c Lands.

T1he state trust lands lying within the proposed expansion area
consist of about 25 sect ions of surface and] mineral lands and
aibout 10 sect ions of' mnci al interest only, the surface being
owned by third parties. If the acquisition of this additional
acreagec is essential to the national defense, the Commissioner

.il not oppose' the taking, prov:i ding, ho',cvcr , that the leg is -
I at ion authorizing the acquisi tion Would authorize the Commiis -

s ioner to sce ct , on behal f of the State of New Mex ico, other
fedlora 1 1 nds under the jurisdiction of' the Secretary- of tile
In1ter i or andJ the Bureaul of laInd Managemenit in lieu of the ll'nds
s;o takeni.

Inl this connection, iiot onixv would the exchange method ~be dec-
siriable to this office, it would not have, thc effect of in-
crecasing the national budget -)s Would an1 Outright Purchase.
JFLIthlel., the so -called "'Sa gebrush Rcrl ' 1 on'' in the iwesq tern
staites has its roots in the proposition that the Governmenit
snoul d not hold lands in a proprietary capacity but should hold
themI only) F01r thle puIposes described in the Constitution, One

pr9 Ref. #3



Lt. C~o I. Curt is 0. IZQi g I r -2- April1 24, 1980

of' which is to prov ide 1for the0 defen1se of' the( Country. Such an
exchange is authorized by Section 206 of thc Federal Lands Policy
and] Managcement Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 , et sccj.) , also known
as the Bureau of Land Management "Organic Act." The only require-
ment is that the Secretary of the Interior find thint the exchange
would be in the "public interest." In this regard, t *he Secretary,
so far, has frowned upon third-party accommodation exchanges, ex-
cept where the exchange wold be Of benefit to the Secretary of
the Interior or somel other agency under his Jurisdiction. See
the next to the last paragraphi oil the enclosed letter from the
Nat ion-i i 1rec tor o f the B~u reau of La.nd] Ma nagien t.

In short, it is felt thait this is a prime example of in exchange
that would be in the "puib]ic interest ," because the BLM would be
disposing of lands which it should not hold, the mil Iitary would
be acquiring lanids which arc, authori :ed hy the Constitution, and
the S'atc of New Mvxico would not be divested of lands which it
could( not 1reIl ace ; and there would (Ie no di ra in onl the fecderal1
treasury, which would increase inflation.

Very trly1) yours,

WL]LI AM C). .JORD)AN
(;enerail Counsel

W~j v

cc: New M1.exico State Planning
Office, Attn: Betsy Reed

U.S. Corps of Engineers
State Director, IM
Senator Pete Dornenici
Senator Harrison J. Schmitt
Rep. Manuel Lujan
Rep). Harold Runnels
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\ASHIINGTON, I).C. 2U2.10 ,

Mr. William 0. Jordan
General Counsel
Office of Commissioner of Public Lands
P. 0. Box 1148 FEB ) O 130
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Oscar:

Thank you for your letter of January 10, 1980, relating to the
implementation of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of"
1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.).

I want to express my thanks to you and your staff for working with
our people in the implementation of the provisions of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act. Close cooperation between personnel
of the Bureau and land management officials in the various States
will help resolve as many issues as possible before we begin to
initiate new procedures.

I am sorry that I have not provided early answers to the two outstanding
questions you discussed in your letter. I think the following infor- _

mation should clear up the questions. V

My staff has reviewed the implications of subsection 102(a)(9) I
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. I find that all of
subsection 102(a) is controlled by the provisions of subsection 102(b), Yen
which require "that the policies of this Act shall become effective i.1
only as specific statutory authority of their implementation is enacted
by this Act or by subsequent legislation . . . ." This limitation JA
preqents the Bureau from charging fees in most instances of general or
occasional use of the public lands by the public. It has been the
Bureau's longstanding policy not to charge the public for occasional
uses of the public lands, such as recreation, hunting, etc. In those
instances where the public lands have been developed with the use of
funds under specific legislative authority, there is a charge for the
use of the facilities. That charge is always authorized under the -.

provisions of the statute which authorized the development,. Under
the statutory authority the Bureau has, by regulation (43 CFR 8200 ),
established charges for the use of public lands for organized events
(50 or more off-road vehicles), competitive events, and commercial
events. Each event is carefully studied before a decision is made to
imposc a fee for thc requested use.

A-I
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As far as hunting is concerned, the Bureau of Land Manag.ment has
never imposed a license fee for hunting on the public lands. Further,
section 302(b) imposes limitations on the authority of the Bureau to
set a fee for hunting on the public lands.

Your second question deals with the interpretation of the term "public
interest" as it is used in section 206 of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act. That section is specific as to what is to be considered
in determining the "public interest". It also requires that the Secretary
make a determination that the "public interest" will be served by the
xchange before an exchange can be executed.

In the case of third party exchanges, it is the policy of the Department
of the Interior that third party exchanges are nOL generally in the public
interest. In order for a third party exchange to be approved, it must
meet the same requirements as any other exchange, but the analysis of the

Scriteria is more rigorous. This rigorous analysis is required because of
the potential for abuse and public misunderstanding inherent in a third

( party exchange. In addition, final action on a third party exchange
requires the approval of the Secretary in order to override stated
Departmental policy. As stated in the notice of intent to propose rule-
making on exchanges, the Department is carefully analyzing the third

\~ party exchange question in connection with the issuance of new exchange
regulations.

I hope that this information will answer your concerns. Once again,
thank you and your staff for the assistance given our personnel in
implementing the provisions of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act.

Sincerely,

Di rector

A- 12



State of NewAMexico

Commissioner J~ Pulic Lan
ALEX J. ARMIJO P.o0. 11oX 1148

COMMISSIONER SANTA FE, NEW #&XICO 87501
.June 26, 1980)

Mr. Nelson Rutter
D~eputy Base Civil E-ngineer
27 CGS-DFI)
Cannon Air Force B~ase
Not\, Mexico 88101

D)ear Mr. Rutter:

Re: MELROSE3 BOMB ING RANGE (PROP'OSEDJ EXPANSI ON)

At the "scoping" hearings in Niirose and at Cannon Air Force Base,
the issue arose as to how thc Government would handle any grazing
leaisinrg of the buffer zone area i f it was determi nod that such
c~ould be dlone without intcrfering with the mission at the Range.
The real estate member, Mrs. Thorp , adv'i sed that it would be clone
by leasing to the highest bidder.

It is ourl sugge20St ion that, based onl the experience in the McGregor
Range whereo this occurred, that a provisi on should bie madec in this
acqui isit ion to give the current user pH on rt-V. This would not only
tend to lessen the objections of the current landowners to the tak-
ing but would seem only fair and( just. In short, if there is a
use which the military does not need, then it should not take it
in the fir-st pl ace, or at least should giv e the curr-ent user the
first option. The stattutes and the Con't it ion authorize the Gov-
ernment to condemn111 suIch interests in l and as are needed for- mil11-
ta ry purposes , but it does not havo the authority to condemin land
or interests in land to g)o into a commercial leasing operation.

In short , if the Government does not need to -ake the grazing
rights, then it should exempt them; and if it is not c6ttai n, it
shoul.1d pio\'ide for leasing +them back to the prior ownecr.

Very truly -'ours,

I 111I1AM 0. JORD)AN
Genleral Counsel

A-13 Ref. #4



Clovis National Bank

RICHARD A PHELPS, .0. o Banks1are
Asstitan Teust Officor

June 26, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter, Deputy Chief Engineer
27 CFS/DEC
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

RE: Proposed Melrose boming range expansion to include a portion of the
Hart Ranch.

Dear Mr. Rutter:

I represent the Hart Ranch Trust, the primary asset of which is approx-
imately 5,680 acres of ranch land located anproximately six miles South-
west of Melrose, New Mexico.

On June 24th I attended the scoping meeting for the Melrose Range expansion
held in Melrose, New Mexico, held for the purpose of ascertaining environ-
mental considerations which should be made in making the decision to extend
the range. During that meeting I made the following statement:

"In a large tree located on the South boundary of the Hart Ranch
approximately six miles Southwest of Melrose, two Golden Eagles
return annually to nest, and have for several years hatched an
eagle. From the maps of your proposed expansion, the nest will lie
in or near the Northeast cornrr of the range, approximately two
miles from the impact area.

From observations over the past several years it is evident that

these prt'acted birds are extremely sensitive to disturbances;

to the extent that we are concerned that their nesting area and
habitat would effectivly be destroyed bq the proposed expansion in
that area,

We strongly request that you carefully consider the existance of
these protected bLrds, and the likely effect an expansio2 in that
area would have on their future, in making your decision."

In addition to the existance of the eagles there are other facts which
you should be aware of that, I feel, would have a bearing on the decision
to expand the range to include portions of Hart Ranch.

A-14 Ref. 15
P 0 C)PAWER 1509 CLOVIS, NEW t'.'XCO bbI01 TELEPHONE 505/762.2941



JIJP Clovis National Bank

RICHARD A. PHELPS, J.D.

As ant Trust Officer

Page 2. Hart Ranch

The ranch itself has particular historical significance, in fact the
ranch house is the oldest inhabited building in Carry County. With this
in mind we are concerned about the potential distructive effect the
purposed range expansion could have on this Curry County landmark of
profound historic significance.

The Clovis National Bank Trust Department administers the Hart Ranch for
the future distribution of the ranch to the Trust's beneficary; New Mexico
Boys Ranch. New Mexico Boys Ranch has a current right to receive distri-
bution of the ranch, and will probably excercise that right before year end.
New Mexico Boys Ranch plans to erect dormitories ,on the ranch, and use the M
property as an extension of their facility, located in Belen, New Mexico, P I
for orphaned young men. I am also quite concerned about the potential dis- t,4

ruptive effect the purposed range expansion could have on these plans, 4-nd .

the future highly socially beneficial use to-which New Mexivo Boys Ranch
desires to put the property.

I have enclosed a copy of an article from the September 17, 1979 issue o1 :4
the Clovis News Journal which outlines the.pasthi;toric, and future social,
value that the Hart Ranch represents.

I urge you to pass this information on to-thosedinvolved in.the.decision
making process, that these very relevent and-highly significant factors be ki
given intense consideration in determining the Northea±stern boundries of
the purposed Melrose Range expansion.

Sincerely,

ZAss stant t Officer

RAP/jjf

Enclosure:

A-15
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Historic Ranch Bequerthed
Ily 11111 Sooths.rd cross hatched bra nd of on what ,ihl Ri is available

.1111111gilg Editor earlyday owner Lonnie Horn, irom donations to Boys Ranch,
A Cutry County ranch with has been held in trust for the Sutter pointed out. since the

its roots deep in the history of Boy' Ranch since the death of facility obtains no tax fund' at
the High Plains may some day ,Mrs iart May 17, 1974. The all but is supported solely by
become a classroom for young Boys Ranch board of directors, chiritable contributions.
cowboys from the New Mexico at a meeting Sept. 21, plans to The original Hart Ranch
Boys Ranch at Belen. begin the legal proceedings holdings in the bequest con.

The old Hart 'Ranch. its necessary to take the property sisted of 13.692 acres but in 1976 j
w.athered headquarters out of trust so development can some 8.200 acres were sold to
buildings all but hidden in a begin, clear a loan and pay other
forest of trees and shrubs some Currently under lease to debts Of that tt.200, 3.330 acres a
eight miles southwest of Edgar Huff of Melrose, the were acquired by B. J. Pierce a
Melrose. was willed to the Boys Hart Ranch grass will probably and 4.936 went to the Fiddler it
Ranch by Beulah Mae Har five continue under that Grazing Association.
years ago. If the dreams of arrangement with perhaps The remaining 5.426 Acres of
Boys Ranch officials some Boys Ranch livestock good grassland will sustain as
materialize, the old ranch being run on shares. many as 200 cows. according to
home will some da:, become a The board's long-range Albert Mitchell, a well-known
histgric monument or museum plans, as explained by board New Mexico rancher and a
and the eight and one-half member Andy Sutter of Clovis. member of the board..
sections of rolling grasslatid call for development of dor. Other officers and members

* will be a training ground and ritories to house older P:,ys of the board are Ted Bonnel of
home for the older boys from Ranch youngsters (15 to 18 Alamogordo, president; J. D.
the New Mexico Boys Ranch at years of age), giving them an Ratliff of Albuquerque, vice
Belen. opportunity to learn ranching president: Arno Romero,

* The lart Ranch, once called from the ground up. secretary, Barbara Nicholson
the "Pig Pen" beciue of the Such development depends (See RANCH on Page 2)

C . gc

q, 4.4-,
, .-. ,, * -..

-.-.-- ---'Srnglrd res n unerrot triiggon ryugmntrm teprn

D-' 
--

t4..

all but conceal the historic old Mart Ranch ran- facility at Beien. Much of the material in the original
chhouse southwest of Melrose, a landmark structure p art of the old ranchhouse came from the Maxwelli back to the of the The home at 'ort Sumner where Billy the Kid slain.

Watt

aind ranch have been bequethed to New M~exico " (N~ews-Journal Photo)
i' Boys Ranch and may some day provide a home and

I. 1......



of' "Helen. t reasurer -and ' * "" I

nirvngtun. (.cJz INin Maot zXl
Artesia.' Albert Mitchell of "i 1ij!. -i: t aruar in tw,A:' (.I~ai 'zce~ of each room
Albuquortic. J. D Tidwe!l of '.a~s a~i i'' "d

ZAlbuquerqjue and Sutter' of U ~~ ... ~ ,

Clovis. os
Sutter, a merriber of the . .

board for 20 yvars. has served .-. 2 U . .

longer thana.ny other member,
: The ranch property became

-avai'.atio u. Po'. 1,umto'i on tlt. I tarn d.cd in t and five
-death within the past 'year of vr later t',....P~ . r il

B~ob Miller. husband of B~eulah i~~. . *'~~

and r *.v w rana of the r'anch Q',ar! Har2.It. ;o
'~until his death. It is to Miller ~ 1 dL : ~i~ :~ i
-that much credit must go for
* preservinr the' history of the old -Hlart had h-s firs'. look at the
H~art Rtanch. rilch while traive'!:m' across it

In an address to the Melrose .ii .~~ .~ I A-vni.man witl ian ind;'pwndent
ltuiryClu inabot lj4.nature. Hiart had left his

Miller traced the development .~..... ~
: of thle ranrch. Iining with its Count. irxs. to seek hisearly vears as part of the r . ,

holdings of lbucien 1). Maxwell 'otiPi'' ( .'~'

litth lae 8t^Macquirted : ow ; j ol I.
Afte Nwlael' death i Pig Pen Ranch in i97 hie
After Mi atspeds odea t oi enilarged it to include "'all tile .

1875. his. vastsrea wssol toL land from ,iult souith (if NMelro,;v
Taor, men. Lord d. Lonni L ~s ~ IIlackwater Draw to the

Taylr. ohn ordand onne Mesa. some 20 miles away."Horn. Although the quartet 11c~!~'' .:raiN adA
purchased the holdings t1h time o ar's ea th 1 it
together, they agreed to divide rth conse of set 200
the land so that cachi would rnhcnitd.f oe2
have one-fourth on which to run .

his cattle 'Naci'. man ocruipied Hi first wife died at an early
une o tilt iage and he subsequently

quartersat the old Fort Sumner mrcridg rxs Itin woasri
Zgarrison and the soldiers' theeirdge. Teah Mta.

barracks bu ildlings were whoi dughterd theuah tae
divided for use ab quarters for Nwxio ctll.-dvs ach t(

-their horses and other stock. NwMxc osRnh
- Each of the four hadthi Additional riorns, have been

- ow brndHor's ein the added to the original home but
crosshatched" -'which became hsmetlefCQsrcio

know as he Pi'oPenhas been retu:rned. A visitor to
Fol~". ng afewyear ofthe ranchhouse today can feel a

successful ranching but wit strong sense of cow country
lean years of drouthl and severe history in the hinh-ceili oged.
winters. three of the rac~ers heavv-beamed rooms and the

-were ready to sell. S.) Horn veritable jungle of tall trees
acquired their interests, and" tnnl:lcs of fci'ns anid un.

-establisThing his new dergrov. t surrounding the
head.iuarters at the."Tules." ai rambling structurte. It is truly a
group of springs and a drove of link with~ a colorful past.
cottonwood trees. It was there
he buillt ,he Iwadquarters for
his Pig, Pen ranch, using
timbers from the Old Maxwell

filly the Kid was shot to death
in 1881 'by Sheriff Pat Garrett.

The walls of the house that
hlorn built were of adobe, 18
inclis thick arid with beams,
fltocr:. %vos iwr%, windows and
(oor-, from thw )ld Maxwell
residence. Loags from thc old
fort were used to build corrals
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IN F19PLY AE9I TOt

,-, k. Environmental
Qualty 305United States Department of the Interior quality- 305

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
ALBUQUERQUE AREA OFFICE

P.O0. BOX 8327
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87198

JUN 271980
Memorandum

To: Nelson Rutter, Deputy Base Civil Engineer
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico

From: Area Director

Subject: Intergovernmental Coordination (OMB Circular A-95)
Notice of Intent to Prepare Environmental Impact Analysis on
the Proposed Expansion of Melrose Air Force Range, New Mexico

We have reviewed the subject notice of intent within our special expertise
and jurisdiction and have only the following comment to make.

We find that no Indian lands will be directly impacted by this action for
which the Secretary of the Interior has trust responsibility.

Acting Area Director

A-18
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Clovis National Bank

NICHAI') A. PHELPS, J.D. ankshare
A. 4unt I1ult Ollikcr

June 30, 1980

Lt. Lloyd Flodine
27 CSG/DEEV
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

RE: The Hart Ranch

Dear Lt. Flodine:

Following ir  1- 4--7 4 -. :

Southwp ,

Sec. 21: A2 i
Sec. 28: All
Sec. 29: N12 & SW/4 -

Sec. 30: E/2-&,.XVW/4
Sec. 31: E12 NE/4,

SW/4 1E/4 &
N/2 SE/4 -'

Sec. 32: E/2 ;NW/4,
NE/4, NE/4
SW/4 & NW/4
SE/4

Sec. 33: S/2 N/2, 1/2 - -
SW/4, SE/4

Sec. 34: All
Sec. 35: WI2

TIN, R31E

Sec. 1: S/2 G NW/4
Sec. 2: NE/4 & S/2

S/2
Sec. 3: N/2
Sec. 4: N12 NE/4 &

SE/4 NE/4

The eagle's nest is located approximately one mile West of the
headquarters, near the center of Section 32.

A-19
) DRAWER 1509 CLOVIS, NEW VEXICO 58101 TELEPHONE 505/762.2041

_ _ __ .. ... ..Ref ..



"lll 11W VlllllII U l VIU
Clovis National Bank

RICHARD A. PIIELPS, J.D. Banshare
&Aziiunt tu.t Off.er

Page 2. Hart Ranch

Thank you very much for your time, and consideration of the
potentially disruptive effects the purposed delrose bombing
range expansion 6ould have in that area.

Sincerely,

ssi ant T u 'Vicer

RA:/jjf

A.-20
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July 7, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter
Deputy Base Civil Engineer
27 CSG/DED
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter: V

Several personnel from the New Mexico Department of Game and Fish were in
attendance at the June 25, 1980 meeting at Cannon Air Force Base regarding
the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. There are several
items I would like to comment on, regarding the proposal.

No. 1: Our Department views the proposed 52,000-acre expansion of the
bombing range as a significant Federal action that would require
the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.

No. 2: The proposal would definitely impact wildlife management in the
area. In the proposed expansion, there are approximately 15,000
acres of state school-trust lands upon which the Department
currently has a hunting and fishing easement. Thcre has also
been a fair amount of antelope hunting on private land within
the expansion area that has been controlled by the Department
of Game and Fish. We feel that an Environmental Impact Statement
is necessary to determine the impact of the proposal on wildlife
species in the area.

No. 3: We would like to have you consider the possibility of allowing public
hunting on the bombing range, particularly if the expansion goes
through. Currently, we operate an extensive hunting p'rogram on
both McGregor Range, which is under the control of Fort Bliss, and
White Sands Missile Range. We have a very close working relation-
ship with both'of these military reservations, and the hunting
programs are very beneficial, both to the public of thd'state, and
the military personnel on these bases. There have been no significant
conflicts between the hunting program and the military missions, even
though in both these cases, the military missions are extensive.
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Mr. Neison Rutter -2- July 7, 1980

If we can be of assistance to you in developing information on wildlife
in regard to your proposal, we would be more than happy to assist.

Sincerely,

Harold F. Olson
Di rector

cc: Bill Montoya

Ruben Gonzalez
Bruce Morrison
Bruce Stout
Randy Johnson

A-22



NEW MLXICO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE l)(ICo

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
Box 3189/Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003 W
Telephone (505) 646.3007 C. L

July 7, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter
Deputy Base Civil Engineer 27CSGlDED
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

Two of our staff members attended your recent meetings regarding the
proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, and have made a report to
me listing the concerns of private landowners in the area and of
governmental agency representatives who attended the Interagency
Coordination Meeting. V

As Secretary of Agriculture in the Governor's Cabinet and Director of the
New Mexico Department of Agriculture, there are areas of importance I would
like to address.

First of all, as you know, New Mexico is a fragile environment for
agriculture. We have a long growing season, good soil, plenty of sunlight,
but water is the limiting factor. Competition for available water is
increasing, as is the competition for land. Our major population centers
are located in the fertile river valleys, and urban growth threatens the
agricultural land.

Part of the land area in your proposed expansion hasvexcellentreserves of
underground water. The sprinkler irrigation systems have enabled us to grow
crops on less water than was needed to flood irrigate. The current drought
in much of the west underlines the importance of farmland which can be
irrigated. At present, only 1.74% of the land area in New Mexico, is
irrigated. A loss of even a small portion of this resource has serious long r

Jterm effects.

This year, I am president of the National Association of State Departments
of Agriculture. One of the major areas of concern to this organization is
the escalating loss of agricultural land to. other uses.. The Federal
Government has sounded the alarm, and in almost every state, serious
consideration is being given to legislation which would slow this
irreversible land conversion.

Another area of concern to myself and the agricultural community is the
continued expansion of land acquisition by the Federal Government. At the
present time thirty four percent (34%) of the land in New Mexico is owned by
the Federal Government. According to the information I have, the entire
proposed expansion area for the Melrose Bombing Range will be privately
owned or state land.

Ref.
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In view of these critical issues, I would hope that Cannon Air Force Base
will seriously consider courses of action which would minimize the adverse
affects to agriculture. Alternative sites should be seriously considered.

If, in the final analysis, it becomes absolutely necessary to proceed with
the present proposal, every effort should be made to persuade the Federal
Government to exchange Federal land if the owners of land in the proposed
expansion area desire.

Also, the continuation of current uses of the land to the extent possible,
on a lease basis, with preference given to present landowners, would be in
the best interest of all parties.

I appreciate the opportunity to offer these comments, and hope they will be
of assistance to you. We would like to receive copies of any reports you
release on this subject.

Sincerely,

Direct r

0

0



UN ITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE 1NTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Field Supervisor
Ecological Services
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Suite C
3530 Pan American Highway, NE
Albuquerque, New Mexico 8710Z

July 8, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter
Deputy Base Civil Engineer
27 C5G/DED
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

This letter is in response to the Department of Air Force's proposed expansion
of the Melrose Bombing Range near Melrose, Roosevelt and Curry Counties,
New Mexico (DOD).

Our office has not conducted a field survey of the site of proposed expansion;
however, from our knowledge of the area we do have some concerns regarding
potential wildlife resource impacts.

Antelope are common in the area, and we are concerned about the effects of
an expanded bombing rAnge on the antelope herds. In the preparation of an
environmental assessment or environmental impact statement, efforts should
be made to determine numbers, locations and habitat requirements of antelope
herds, and the possible impacts of alternatives on antelope.

Playa lakes are common in Roosevelt and Curry Counties and provide important
habitat for migratory waterfowl and migratory birds. The proposed expansion
area should be surveyed for playa lakes. Playa lakes, even those with
intermittent water, may be important if the water is present during migratory
bird movement or if shorebirds are present in the area.

In regard to endangered species, a formal listing of endangered species
must be obtained from the Regional Director, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
P. 0. Box 1306, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103, or the Area Manager, U. S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, 2953 W. Indian School Road, Phoenix, Arizona
85017. It is the responsibility of the Federal agency effecting an action
to determine whether the action will or may affect Federally listed threat-
ened or endangered species or their habitat. If the Federal agency determines
the action will or may affect listed species or their habitat, that agency
shall convey a written request for formal Section 7 consultation to either
the Regional Director or Area Manager of the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

A-?_5 Ref. #10
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During the June 25, 1980 scoping meeting, conducted at Cannon Air Force
Base it was pointed ouit that golden eagles may be nesting in the southern
part of the proposed expansion area. This area should be surveyed to
determine the presence or absence of golden eagles. The Bald Eagle
Protection Act (Sec. 2, 54 Stat. 251, as amended 76 Stat. 1246 and 86 Stat.
1065, 16 U.S.C. 668a.) provides for the protection of golden eagles...
Further definition of this act may be found in the Code of Federal Regulations,
Title 50, Part 22.

A comprehensive ongoing Environmental Monitoring and Management Program
based upon an ecosystem approach should be instituted to quantify impacts
occurring upon the biotic resources, to monitor these impacts, to determine
appropriate mitigative measures, and to locate and protect endangered
species. This program should include ecosystem baseline data collection
and quantification of impacts expected to result from the proposed expansion
of the Melrose Bombing Range through long-term monit-ring of experimental
and ongoing bombing range activities. Management plans should be formulated
for all of the wildlife species found during the baseline and monitoring
studies. Where range acqivities result in fires and/or startle reactions
of wildlife of the area, research investigations of the effects should be
conducted and mitigative measures developed.

We would appreciate receipt of a map of the current boundaries of the
Melrose Range and of the proposed expansion. We would also appreciated
receiving a copy of your wildlife management plan for the range..

0 Thank you for the opportunity to comment during this scoping process. If
you have any questions please call our office. Our telephone number is
766-3966.

Sincerely,

Joel A. Medlin
Acting Field Supervisor

cc:
Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Staff Director, Southwest Federal Regional Council, Dallas, Texas
Regional Director, FWS, SE, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Area Manager, Phoenix, U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Phoenix, Arizona

A-26



ENERGY LOCATORS COMPANY
"E L C 01'

P. 0. Box 906
Portales, New Mexico 88130

SPECIALIZING IN. K. R. FRENCH. SdE
WILDCAT OIL PROPERTIES oRnccOn
LEASCS 4k ?MINLRAL RIGHTS os03-400J

6erSCTS A STEPOUTS
CONTOURS A PROFILES

July 22, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter
Civil Engineering
Bldg. 352
Cannon AFB
Clovis, N.M. 88101

Deap Mr. Ruttr:

As promised during our recent telephone conversation,
I am, pleased to herewith enclose a copy of my new, copyrighted
"Wildcat DE!?P DRY HOLE, Map" of Roosevelt County, N.M.

You will observe the dry holes which havo been drilled
Lo the north, to the east and further to the south of the
appr6ximate gross arEa of what may become the proposed, en- W
larged Cannon Bombing Rane.

Any shallow dry holes (less than 6000 feet deep) have
been ignores because they did not test lower formations.

Two s-mall gas discoveries were mad-. in DeBaca County,
and are show.n to the west and southwest of the !la~nge.

The Map Scale of 8 miles to an inch makes distances
quite easy to moeasure.

It is interestindg, to note that my geophysical surveys
had covered - prior to drilling - almost every dry hole shown. 
Drilling of these dry holes resulted as expected. :42

The proicing areas were also expected by my Aurveys.

It is honed that this Map will prove to be useful to you
and the Air Force. It may also cmase you to come up with
somc pregnant; Ideas.

Since I am an Armiy Air Fo'ce veteran of V12, there Still
rcneatns nostaliga and a kind feeling for the Air Force. So,

..,, feel free to call upon me at any time.

Sincere_ Yours,

KT.:"ms K. R. French
enc. 2 map copis) I-27 Ref. #1
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UNITED STATES

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
,"4i FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
"c.? Field Supervisor

Ecological Services, USFWS
Suite C, 3530 Pan American iughway, NE

Albuquerque, New Mex.ico 87107

July 31, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter

Deputy Base Civil Engineer

27C5G/DED

Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

Enclosed is a map of Bitter Lake National Wildlife Refuge which Lt.
Flodine requested by telephone July 29, 1980. Contact should be made

directly with the refuge manager if activities are planned which would
involve the refuge in the formulation of alternatives to the expansion

of the Melrose Bombing Range.

The refuge's address is:

Mr. LeHoyne B. Marlatt, Refuge Manager
Bitter Lake National Wildlife Refuge

P. 0. Box 7
Roswell, New Mexico 88201

Telephone: (505) 622-6755

If you require additional information please contact our office.

Sincerely yours,

Joel A. Medlin
Acting lield Supervisor

Enclosure

cc: (w/o cy encl.)

Regional Director, FWS, Refuges, Albuquerque, New Mexico

Area Manager, Phoenix, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Phoeni', Arizona

0
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IIUN~X ,REPGULAT:fONS
BI'F"TER LAKE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

ROSWELL, NEW MEXICO

Public hunting on the Bitter Lake National W'ildlifc Refugi_ is allowed on those

areas designated by signs as open to hunting an. as delineated on the accompan% iti
map. 'unting shall be in accordance with all applicable State and Federal regu-
lations.

1. Species permitted to be taken:

Area A: Deer Only.
Area B: Deer, rabbits, ducks, geese, coots, lesser sandhill cranes, dove, quail

and pheasants.
Area C: Rabbit, ducks, geese, coots, lesser sandhill crane, dove, quail, and

pheasants.
Rabbits may be hunted only during regular waterfowl season as established
by the State of New Mexico.

2. Permits and licenses req.ired:
A valid State hunting licenf 'is required. Persons 16 years of age and older must
have a Federal "Duck Stamp" in their possession to hunt waterfowl. Stamp must be
signed in ink by the hunter.

3. Check Station Procedure:
Hunters using Area "C" must check ou at check station regardless of success.

4. Permitted Methods:
Steel shot only permitted on Area "C" for taking allspecies during the special
teal season and during the regular waterfowl season, as established by the State -i
of New Mexico. Lead shot may be used in Area "C".before.and after these ~dates.

The following weapons are permitted for the taking of °ducks, geese, coots, crane,
and dove: shotguns not larger than ten (10) gauge and which.are incapable of 14I
holding more than three shells in the magazine and hamber.-ombine-d.and which-are 14
fired from the shoulder; any long bow and arrow. These- ame eapons may beusud
for huxting of quail, rabbits, and pheasant, except-that -guns are not required
to be plugged. No rifles or pistols may be usedfor.unting-above-species.

Check State's regulations regarding guns and archery.equipment that may be used
for deer hunting. Hunting of deer will be permitted on the north refuge -unit
only.

Dogs not to exceed two per hunter may be used when hunting all species except deer.

5. Vehicular travel:
Vehicular travel is limited to oppropriately marked routes. Parking-is permitted
only at designated areas.

6. Boats:
Port,.ble boats (canoes, car-top boats and other smaller boats) without motors may
be used by hunters. Boats may not be stored on the refuge.

Thes - provisions supplement the regulations which govern hunting on National Wild-
life RefugeL, as set forth in Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 32, and
the current Federal Migratory Bird Regulations.

R.'-22510-6 August 1978
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BITTER LAKE NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE

PUBLIC RECREATIONAL USES AND REGULATIONS

Certain recreational activities which are compatible with refuge objectives are
permitted. All other uses, not expressly permitted, are prohibited. See
Title 50, Code of Federal Regulations, for more detailed information.

Visiting Hours are from 1 hour before sunrise to 1 hour after sunset, unless
otherwise posted.

Sightseeing, Nature Observation, and Photography are permitted from or adja-
cent to established routes of public travel. Those areas which are closed to
the public are so posted. No vehicles are permitted within any 'portion of the
Salt Creek Wilderness. Check at refuge headquarters for further restrictions
on use of the Wilderness Area and Research Natural Areas.

Hiking is permitted on designated trails and elsewhere within the designated
public use area not posted as closed.

Fishing is permitted in accordance with State regulations in those areas desig-
nated as open to public fishing, except that no boats or trotlines are permitted.
The fishing season normally extends from April 1 through October 15, Fishing
is permitted in Units 5, 6, 7, 15, and 16.

Hunting is permitted on certain portions of the refuge in accordance with all
State and Federal Regulations. Check at refuge headquarters for further
information.

Boats are permitted only in the waterfowl hunting area in season.

Picnicking is permitted in several designated areas, as a co.nvenience to visitors
engaged in wildlife/wildlands-oriented recreation.

Swimming is prohibited in all refuge waters.

Overnight Camping is restricted to organized youth groups, by prior arrange-
ment with the refuge manager.

Open Fires are restricted 'to enclosed cooking units, such as gas stoves and
charcoal burners, used in designated picnic areas.

Firearms are prohibited on the refuge, except in areas designated as open to
hunting, during established hunting seasons.

Fireworks are prohibited on the refuge.

Dogs, Cats, and Other Pets are not permitted to run at large on_ the refuge.
They must be leashed or otherwise confined, except dogs used by hunters in
designated hunting areas during established hunting seasons.

Animal and Plant Life may not be molested or destroyed in any manner, except
for legally taken fish and game species.

Indian Artifacts and Other Objects of Antiquity - Federal law prohibits the
removal, excavation, injury, or destruction of any prehistoric or historic object
of antiquity on Federal land.

Littering is prohibited. Be considerate of others. Please do your part in
helping to keep this area safe and clean.

A,

R f-22510-9 AUGUST 1979
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NSTATE OF Nicw MEXICO
, ,), I),iA IM EN' OF

., FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION .

STATF PLANNIN( DIVISION

* fIUC[ KING 505 DON GASPAR AVENlE ANITA HISEOBERG -W ;b SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87503 DIRECTOR
(505) 827-2073

DAVID W. KING (505) 827-5191 dOE GUILLEN
SC.C',L rrV (50518 2742103 OEPUTY 01inEC7cO

August 1, 1980 *-

Mr. Lewis R. Shotton
Command Natural Resources Manager
Environmental Planning Division
Department of the Air Force
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

Thank you.for your letter of July 18th providing.pur office with the opportunity.
to review a copy of the draft statement of work for a cultural resources
survey of the existing Nelrose Bombing Range and the request for help in
drafting a memo of understanding for the proposed expansion of the Range.

With reference to the draft statement of work for the-existing Range,
the cultural/archaeological survey appears to be satisfactory. A 10%
surface reconnaissance survey should be adequate for the area of the
existing Range.

In regard to the memorandum of understanding for the proposed expansion of
the existing Melrose Range, this office is currently consulting with
the Denver regional office of the Advisory Council on Historjc Preservation
for guidance in this matter. A draft memorandum will be sent to you as soon
as possible. The contact person with the Advisory Council is:

Mir. Charles Mt. Niquette
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Suite 616, Lake Plaza South
44 Union Blvd.
Lakewood, Colorado 80228

If I can be of further assistance, please call me at (505) 827-2108.

Sincerely,

,J, v,_ 4

Jim Bieg
Hlistoric Preservation Pl- ,nner-
Iistoric, Preservation Bureau

J1;: jmg
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United States Department of the Interior
,- E , WA 1, S11 '5E

".; I'd P.O. Drawer 1857
Roswell, New Mexico 88201

August 4, 1980

Lieutenant Albert Romero
27 CGS/DEEV
Canon AFB, NM 88101

Dear Lieutenant Romero:

In reference to your recent telephone conversation with Mr. Donald VanSickle,
Acting Area Geologist, U.S. Geological Sur.vey, Roswell, New Mexico:

The lands in T. I and 2 N., and T. I S., R._29 E.,
T. l and 2 N., and T. I S., R. -30 I.,
T. I and 2 N., and T. I S., R. 31 E.,

are considered to be valuable for oil and gas prospecting because of the '41
presence of over 1000 feet of sediment but .there-have, been no discoveries
of oil and/or gas on these lands. There have :been-about 25 -ttest-mfor oil
and gas but all were dry holes. There is -a 1axge uarhin._dioxide i eld
lying east of T. 18,19,20, and 21 N., R. 29'E.

The land in question is also within Potash -Reser.veiNo. 6, .New Mexico No. 1
dated March 11, 1926 because of the presence .of salt.beds but the main salt
formation, the Salado, is not present. The withdrawa.1 was- made on :the
presumption that where there is salt there_.s.aIso._potash. _There._iscno
salt or potash production in the subject a.ea.

We are enclosing copies of the Individual 'Wel- __Rcoxds.-for_-oil_a-nd _a s
wells drilled in the subject area. If ther-eisany-mor-e-infom orou
need, please call us.

Sincerely,

Elmer D. -ia.tterson
For Area- -Geologist'

file

EDP/djr
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State of NewAeico 0. -

ALEX J. ARMIIJO Commissioner of Public Lands P .8X14
COMMISSIONER Ags5,18-SANTA F1, NEW hWXICO 87501

Mr. Nelsoni Rtter
Deptt Base Civil Engineer
27 CGS-DI3D
Cannuii Ai L' Force Base'
Nciw Mexico 88101

Decar \1r. Rut tcr:

R: 1\MP"IOSJE I3OMI13ING RANGE~

Ihith reference to the ineetings of .June 24 and 25, 1 followed up
on the statement niado by former Senator R. C. (Ikec) Morgan to
the effect that other federal lands wecre availablc. A copy of
his letter is enclosed hcrew ith.

i al so chiecked with, Congressman uinnels' office with regard to
the stz:tc'ment that thereC would he a restriction on the use of
I ands wihin tw o and one-half Ci;I,les of the perimeter of the
pr op)osed range. lie had no knowledge. of such a restriction.

Thor"o was in apparent mix-uip somewhiere in the communi cations.

Iatm also enclosing a copy of a memorandUm received from
MI'. .1. 1%. Law, Petrolcu hUI ngineer wvith this Office.

VTery truly yours ,

I1,1I1AM 0.* JORDAN
General Counsel

Ij

k: New Mecxico State Planning
D)ivi sion

C:orps of Engineers

R .11.15



01. jc.a

Gcn~'2.Counsc
Co:x.,;_-A*i6ucr of* Public L-.ds

Dear~ 0scer:

1 c orr,' to ixnre been so long zr oci' your
lct-*cr of june 29 *Uiawc be~.i ot oj.t'- toraj f 'ot
0011111d 'with severa' chores inLtiviic

I Cln't tihin!. itU .-Jould be "dViZ:L.blc for icto -pin-poirat
location for zzi vtocrn~xc sit 10 ano*Thic'

t1.): :.:,ml iti~is tinat would hvve %:a be expl ored s'uch Lis
p~h li±osetc. ZX'.o airi =Ccehs zoss to tilte

iri! :,r.. a tion -enavo 1v cd in maigsuc.. a dot m., iation,
thz:.t mn ordariarly citpiZen does-r't, hwve. h'owov I faci
vcry Stron1,ly th-t here L?(U ollhe1r cites iiorc suitable
for a ran;e t~" e: ~n~t~ 1) :G_' C'to it .Itsc-

un-tin2a -l tat an -Iasuc as tile prcsooaLt T an -e
vml- e"xar.-Cad *.;hn Thre is So ;.".uch opeza CO an1try

ktat Coesn' iV have '_ Qe cjrcC of d(oVo"*l-d,,*L-..Itu aC t 1.1
potcntiUJ a-, this location has.

"hcrc i, P. va t airea abu :L& uile s w:i~e a-d et-:.
200 lomg tinat vol have a bu c.er o 1 1z lc atCo s that
vou1ic- be vatable for a b1-z.-_biw* ra-n2ge, 'rIthlin 10 to
25 Y.~nuets flying,? 'timie 1rom Cannon Bi ~ase. A. 1 0L
if in ;*-a future it1 becaz~ie neicessary t-0oenlarGe it
thei e m;ould be aple spact: arottaci it for th*a; purpose.

I have- look-7e-d at V lcare -Liap olf thc state and it
appears to :e tna ar e Lpo l oaIoS

'ihin tearo 1entioao in hc abovc ipaarapwh,
xith a, lar~pe uiountlJ -oi V'edca -a o-e . lcxld.

I havz! fiLon over that area a lvu.-bev of tLi..ecs mnd ito
is indeed -a lvarp a-Tea o LJ. .*ost co:*.:ietyuniihbta

VIC zn-preciate Your in'torct int.e r-bc- m ~
be0 -Z) any a~~. Cc o yo1 .L a;ci, to obi-1c

A-371



Aomssoe CT -1.c -m

if oJN,.,,,

-"c", ., .. . . Q . .. . ... ,

LEX J. ARMIJO P. O. BOX 1148
COM 5 SIOH ER SANTA FE, NEW %-ZXICO 87501

July 25, 19S0

M E M 0 R A N D U _M

TO: Ray D. Graham

FROM: J. 17. Law

SUBJECT: Melrose Bombing Range
Proposed Expansion
Curry County, New Mexico

The State of New Mexico is the owner of the Mineral Estate
in approximately 23,300 acres which is included in the proposed

U expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

The application of the same evaluation of undiscovered
reserves as used in the hite Sands Missile Range results in
the following estimated value of oil and gas for the State
lands involved:

Undiscovered Oil and Gas
79 BBI3S. of Oil/Acre C $ S.81/BBL.

539 MCF of Gas/Acre @ $ 2.54/.%, CF

Using a Royalty Interest Of
12.5% $13,311,000
16.67-0 $17,78,000

J WL/br

cc: V1.0. Jordan- \ :"-.~----~.
J. Scott Hall



BRUCT, KING

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPROVEMEKT DIVISION - i)iSTICT IV GOVERNOR

ti,$-<-. "'> - *L STATE OF NEW MEXICO GORGE GOLOT,, PhD

820 14. 6th St., P.O. Box 1832
EN O'"4- "N Clovis, NM 88101 Telephone #762-3728ENViTe,0-,4HErNT -

August 6, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter, Deputy Base Civil Engineer
27 CSG/DED
Canno, AFB, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

In regards to your letter of 31 July 1980, requesting the current requirements
for relocation applications and permits to move the existing sewage disposal
leach field and the solid waste landfill at Melrosc AFR, I am forwarding to
your office a copy of the New Mexico Solid Waste Management Regulations and a
copy of the New Mexico Liquid WasLe Disposal Regulations for your review.

The State of New Mexico has not been granted authority to enforce solid waste
management practices or liquid waste disposal practices on federal lands.
However, these regulations should serve as a guide for proper construction,
maintenance and operation of such facilities.

We of th- New Mexico Environmental Improvement Division stand ready to assist
your office in these matters. This District has two environmental engineers
on staff who can act ab consultants to insure proper design of each facility.

If ,-e can be of assistance, do not hesitate to contact me at 762-3728.

Sincerely,

David L. Tanner
District Supervisor

DLT/vw

cc: John Guinn, District Manager

A"-i,9 'e f. hi1



STArE or Nr,w Mi:xwo
D)EPARlTMiENT OF,.. ,FINANCE AND ADIMINIS'HAI'ION

STATE PI.ANNIN(; DIVISION

EI KIG 5)" DON GASPAfl AVENUE ANITA HISENBERGvUVLII or SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503 DIRECTOR

(505) 827.2073
DAVID W. KING (505) 827.5191

SECE(AY 1505) 827.210E) JOE GUILLEN
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

August 8, 1980

Frederick C. Newhall, Lt. Col. USAF
Base Civil Engineer
27th Combat Support Grgup
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Lt. Col. Newhall:

I am in receipt of your letter, no date, concerning alternate suitable
sites for the bombing range facility required to accomplish the
Cannon Air Force Base training mission.

Your request has been forwarded to those in our office knowledgeable
in land use planning. I am hopeful that we can respond within
the liited time allowed.

Sincerely,

Grant A. Reel

Intergovernmental Services

CAR: j r

cc: Mrs. Anita Hisenberg

.r. Jon Samuelson

Ref. #17



UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

S ,,J FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Field Supervisor

Ecological Services, USFWS
Suite C, 3530 Pan 7merican Highway, M,

Albuquerque, New Mexico 87107

August 18, 1980

Mr. Nelson Rutter

Deputy Base Civil Engineer

27 CSG/DED

Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

This letter is in response to Lt. Flodine's telephone call of August 11,

1980, which provided information on alternative site locations to the

Melrose Bombing Range4 Lt. Flodine requested fish and wildlife informa-

tion on the sites.

The alternative sites are comprised primarily of public land. We,

therefore, notified the district offices of the Bureau of Land

Management in Roswell and Las Cruces, because they were not in

attendance at the initial scoping meeting of June 24, 1980. We expect

they will be in contact with your office. All actions on public lands

should be coordinated with the Bureau of Land Management.

It is our understanding that none of the alternative sites are ranked

according to priority at this time.

The first site, southeast of Roswell near Loco Hills, contains a

vegetative type composed primarily of mesquite, shinnery oak, creosote,

broom snakeweed anO grass species such as dropseeds, three-awns and

bluestems. Common wildlife species are coyote, scaled quail, mourning

dove, numerous raptors, rodents, reptiles and small mammals. Near the

Caprock, mule deer may be found. We are not aware of any waterfowl use

in the area, however, scattered playa lakes may be within the site, and

could periodically contain water.

Fedurally listed threatened and endangered species which could occur in

thc Loco Hills area are bald eagle, peregrine falcon and blal; -footed

ferret.

The second site, on McGregor Range, contaLns a vegetative type composed

primarily of soaptree yucca, sacahuista, creosote, tobosa, feathergrass

and burrograss. Common wildlife species are mule deer, antelope, small

mammals, rodents, reptiles and raptors. This area is important habitat

to the antelope of McGregor Range. Waterfowl are not found in this

area.
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Federally listed thrcatc ned and endangered species which could occur in
th. McGregor Range are bald eagle, peregrine falcon and black-footed
ferret.

The third site, in the vicinity of Mesa northwest of Roswell, is a
grassland vegetative type containing primarily grass species of gramas,
tobosa, galleta, dropseeds and three-awns. Common wildlife species are
antelope, small mammals, rodents, reptiles and raptors. An antelope
study is being conducted by the Bureau of Land Management near this
site. Specific information on this study may be obtained from the
District Manager, Bureau of Land Management, 1717 W. 2nd Street, P.O.
Box 1397, Roswell, New Mexico 88201.

Federally listed threatened and endangered species which could occur in
this area are bald eagle, peregrine falcon and black-footed ferret.

The information provided on endangered species for all sites does not
constitute a formal listing of species nor a formal Section 7 consultation
as provided by the Endangered Species Act of 1973, and does not relieve
your agency of the responsibility to comply with the inter-agency
Cooperation Regulations (January 4, 1978; 43 FR 870-876). It is the
responsibility of the Federal agency effecting an action to determine
whether a proposed acton will or may affect Federally listed threatened
or endangered species or their habitat. If the Federal agency determines
the action will or may affect listed species or their habitat, that
agency shall convey a written request for formal Section 7 consultation
to the Regional Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, P. 0. Box
1306, Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103 or the Area Manager, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, 2953 W. Indian School Road, Phoenix, Arizona 85017.

If you have any questions please contact our office.

Sincerely yours,

Joel A. Medlin
Acting Field Supervisor

cc:
Director, New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, New Mexico
Regional Director, FWS, SE, Albuquerque, New Mexico
Area Manager, Phoenix, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Phoenix, Arizona
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Commissioner 0f [ubbc Lanls
ALEX J. ARt4IJO P. 0. box 1148

COMMISSIONER MANTA FE, NEW WEXICO 87501

Aii~ust .19) 1 980

Mr. Nelson Rutter
Decputy Base Civil Engincer
27 (GS -DILIJ)
Cannon Air lor,.c Basoe
New Miexico 88101

Re: MIiLROS]" BOMB ING RANG]"i

I am ecclos i no herewitch for- your information. a copy oil
a1 letter from Col. John G. Schroeder of thce Departiment of
the Air Force and a letter from Liirry L. rHorvan of the late
Congriessman Rnnls' Office. These lettcirs arc in response
to (most ions r-aised regarding the Mel rose Bombhing Rangc.

Very truly Yours

W1 I LfM 0. JORDAN

General Counsel

1v

I'11cl osil res
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The Honorable William O. Jordan
General Counsel
Commissioner of Public Lands
P.O. Box 1148
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Oscar:

Please find attached a Vopy of the letter that I receivedfrom the Air Force in response to the inquiry I made asa result of your earlier correspondence on January 27th.
The letter is self-explanatory and I am hopeful that it isresponsive to some of the questions you have raised. If,however, you would like to pursue the matter in further* detail please do not hesitate to contact me.

With best wishes.

Sin erely,

arry M rgan
Administrator
Second District, New Mexico

ikm

Enclosure
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I 1kp;orpble Hairold Runnels
House- 01 P pres.critatives

\'.asintoD. C. 20515

Dear NMr. Runnels:

T"his is In response to your letter of july 2, 15SO. in behalf of Mr. Williama 0.
Jordan concernin!' Melrose Air Fo~rce Raigc.

The three- specific que-stions ralsed in your letter regarding the Air Force
prornosJl to eX~arnd the bu arsol the, %elrcose -.a~nge are- the surfacce arid
su.)suripce ric-tb. a pxi: lte;.se v~ithin the Lomin ran ,;e an,~ restriction~s oil tile
Use OIL land~s in.rneciately sutroun-ino, -011- boundary o.L the hoimblig rar-e. The Air
Forcc intent cn each ei tIese suhjccts is tis -Zol1c,;s-

~.Surface and Su'osurfaca fli hts: T-he Air Force norrrally obtains these
ri-hts with- zny land purchase. 7 nis wxoul-d be the intent w-ith respect to the

exe~nsorC o the -..eClrose ckl~. . ever, t4.his would not preclude the subse-quent
Ioin ofSU! frce alld SJU~surI--kce righlts, as long as ti~ ie lase -,%ould be compatiie

with Air Forcc- epcratiors.

b. Grazing- Lease: The Air Force- intends to rmake a vgraz.-n-g lease available
Onl the- ne.Wly pr. cmhSsee!d. Thlti only l-,stht ill not be availaL-ke for a grazin-
JLase oil the *%selrose 1,ange arc thlose areas immnediatoly surroundaing the ordnance
im--pact points.

c. 'Restrictions on Lar-d's Imr-nediately SurroundIng the Range: Thrle Air Force
docs not inten~d to place any oil or gas cdrilimv restricticn:; on tbe lanes irrm nel lately
surrounding the cirLngrange boundary.

Y.'e appreciate your interest in this matter and hope th'e informationi provided
is help u11.

Sincerely,

P -N' . SCHROEDE 11 - 11:Coloniel, USAF
Deputy Chid~, Prcgram Liaiison v1ol

Attachment O~ffice of Legislative Liaison
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STATE OF NEW MEXICO
DEPARTMENT OF

FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

"!a STATE PLANNING DIVISION

BRUCE KING 505 DON GASPAR AVENUE ANITA HISENBERG
GOVERNOR SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87503 DIRECTOR

(505) 827-2073
DAVID W. KING (505) 827-5191 JOE GUILLEN

SECRETARY (505) 827-2108 DEPUTY DIRECTOR

August 20, 1980

Mr. Lewis R. Shotton
Command Natural Resources Manager
Environmental Planning Division
Headquarters Tactical Air'Command
Department of the Air Force
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

This letter is to verify that the Department of the Air Force,
Headquarters Tactical Air Command, Langley Air Force Base Virginia
and the Headquarters 27th Combat Support Group, Cannon Air Force
Base New Mexico have been in contact with the New Meico Historic
Preservation Bureau concerning the potential impact on cultural
resources which may result from the proposed expansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range.

The Air Force has expressed its commitment, contingent upon
acquisition, to identify, moninate, and protect cultural sites
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places
(in accordancewith Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act:
of 1966, 36 CFR 800, and Executive Order 11593) located on lands
in the proposed expansion area.

In addition, the Air Force has requested that a memorandum of
understanding be initiated with the Bureau to ensure compliance
with federal law and regulation. In consultation with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, it has been agreed
upon that, pursuant to the authorization of funds for the
acquisition of proposed expansion areas, the Bureau and the Air
Force will initiate a Memorandum of Agreement.

Sincerely,

Thomas W. Merlan
State Historic Preservation Officer
Historic Preservation Bureau

TWM:JB:dg

cc: Charles Niquette Ref. #20
Nelson Rutter A-46



413 North Virginia
Roswell, NM 88201

August 26, 1980

Mr. Welson Rutter
Deputy Base Civil Engitteer
27 C.S.G. D.E.D.
Cannon Air Force Base, 11.L1. 88101

Dear Mr. Rutter:

The Department of Game and Fish would like to make several comments concerning
the proposed alternative sites for the Melrose Bombing Range:.

Alternative Site 1: near Loco Hills, New Mexico is an area where extensive
oil and qas exploration have already reduced the antelope herd in the area
and is making our management of this antelope herd difficult. Placing a
bo;nbing range on the area would further hinder our antelope management in the
area. Possible rare and endangered species in the area include the Baird's

sparrow and the sand dune brush lizzard. If there are prairie dog towns in
the area, there is always the possibility of black footed ferrets being
present.

Alternative Site 2: on the McGreoor Missile Range could impede antelope
hunting and management in a small portion of the missile range. Possible
rare and endangered species in the area include the black footed ferret,
black tailed prairie dog, black hawk, Baird's sparrow and Aplomado falcon.

Alternative Site 3: northwest of Roswell, near Mesa, N.M. po-ses a problem
to the on going antelope fence study being conducted in the area. According
to the legal description given us of this proposed site, it would encompass
two of the study pastures a'nd the Circle F Ranch which has some antelope
passes going on it that are currently under study. This is a..four year
study that has been going on for about 1 1/2 years. If it were to be includ:d
in the bonbina ranae the time and expense put into study for the past 1 1/2
years would be wasted and the data needed to make this a scientifically
sound study could not be oathered due to these areas being left out of the
study. Possible rare and endangered species in the area are the Baird's
sparrow and black footed ferret.
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Nelson Rutter -2- August 26, 1980

As fo- the reported golden eagle nesting sight ei the current bombing range
expansion area, this nest has been confirmed as a golden eagle nesting sight.
However it is apparently 1/2 mile east of the proposed expansion boundary.

We also view the acquisition of any of these areas as a significant Federal
action, which would require the preparation of an environmental impact state-
ment.

We would also reiterate our belief that public hunting could be allowed on
any of the bombing ranges proposed under supervision.

If we may be of further assistance in providing wildlife management inform-

ation for your use, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Harold F. Olson, Director

Bruce Morrison

S.E. Area Game Manager

0

0
.1 ,'
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t or IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior 2200
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

District Office
P. 0. Box 1397

Roswell, New Mexico 88201

October 14, 1980

M. E. Chavez
Chief, Planning & Control Branch
Real Estate Division
Department of the Army
P. 0. Box 1580
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87103

Dear Mr. Chavez:

The present policy of the BLM does not permit three party exchanges,
thus the proposal by New Mexico Commissioner of Public Lands in regard
to exchange of state-owned lands in the Melrose Range expansion cannot
be considered.

Additionally, there are cr ,t factors associated with exchanges that are
not generally known but must be considered. These costs include;
preparation of an Environmental Statement, appraisals, publication,
comment and/or protest time periods. Also if mineral values are present,
they must be considered and outstanding mineral leases are a bar to
exchange in most cases as they are not transferable. Practically all of
BLM lands in this, district are currently leased,

Sincerely yours,

James H. O'Connor
District Manager

Ref. #22A-49 .



IN REPLY REFER TO: F

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

POST OFFICE BOX 1306
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87103

April 30, 1981

Major Thom Minnis
c/o 27 TFW/DOR
Cannon AFB, New Mexico 88101

Dear Major Minnis:

This letter responds to your telephone request to Mr. Giezentanner of
our office for an analysis of migratory bird use in the area of Lon Mesa
Bombing Range (3400N, 10500W) located approximately 36 miles south of
Vaughn, New Mexico.

Our Albuquerque Ecological Services field office has previously responded
to your agency regarding some possible wildlife impacts of the proposed
expansion of Melrose Bombing Range. In addition, we assume you have
contacted the New Mexico Game and Fish Department for their comments
regarding impact on resident wildlife species, particularly antelope
which occur in the area.

The proposed expansion area does not appear to be located on any major
migratory bird flyway nor are there any particularly attractive waterfowl
habitats located on or immediately near the project area. We cannot provide
any data regarding specific bird use in the area; however, we do not antici-
pate that notable concentrations of waterfowl or other migratory birds
would occur at any time of the year. We cannot offer any comment on
abundance of resident and upland bird species since these data are not
available to us.

The proposed area lies a few miles north of a flight line between Bitter
Lake NWR near Roswell and the Bosque del Apache NWR near Socorro. Banding
studies on snow geese have shown that there is at least minimal interchange
between the two refuges from November to February. We suspect that most
of this occurs south of the proposed site.

In summary, there is a distinct lack of specific information on migratory
bird populations within and near the proposed site. Even so, the best
evidence available indicates that the proposed site poses no problems to
migratory birds and vice versa. There are probably fewer potential air-
craft/waterfowl conflicts in the proposed area than there are in most other
areas we can think of in New Mexico.

,Sin erely yours,

-Regional Director
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
FEDERAl. AVIATION ADMINISTRATION

-Tr T 1, , ,.. "-I! AIR ROUTE TRPWFFIC CONTROL CENTER
6900 Los Angeles Drive, NE. " . " i, 9

,t,14RTO ZA3,-4ABQ (7102-2) Albuquerque, New Mexico 87113 .

SU3JACT INFOR11ATION: Relocation of Melrose Bombing Range; USAF, 27th "
Tactical Fighter ing, Cannon AFB, Newl Mexico, Ltr of 6/12/81

FPOM." Chief, Albuquerque ARTC Center

TO: Major Thomas L. 11innis, USAF
Chief, Wing Radar Strike
27th Tactical Fighter Wing/DOR
Cannon AFB, New Mexico 88101

We disagree with the proposed relocation of R-5104 and R-5105 to the site
named LON-MESA for the following reasons:

1. The proposed LON-MESA site would completely block V68-V83 and V68N-V83E.
These airways are the main arteries between Roswell, New Mexico, and
Albuquerque, New Mexico. The possibility of realignment of V68-V83 is
completely out of the question because of the existing BEAX A and PECOS
MOAs. The additional mileage would be 8-nautical miles to the south
through BEAR A MOA and 17-nautical miles to the north through PECOS MOA.

2. The close proximity of the LON.-MESA site to the Roswell Airport would
add to the complexity of departures proceeding to the northwest and
arrivals descending from the northeast.

3. The LON-MESA site underlies a good portion of AR-602 which would require
a realignment.

4. The LON-MESA site would require changes in existing IR routes 133 and
113; also in VR-125.

In summary, we believe that the relocation of R-5104 and R-5105 to the
LON-MESA site would have an adverse effect on all users of that airspace.

If you have any questions about the contents of this letter, feel free to
contact the Albuquerque Area Office at FTS 476-0243 or Autovon 888-1780.

Ray S. Lansbery

cc:

ASW-542F
A W-900
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331 G . Coleian 'oa,
!ozwe!1, Georgia 30075
April 2Q, l?,4

Environmental Plannin
Hq TAC/DEV
Attention: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, Va. 23665

Gentlemen:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEI!)
for expansion of the I:elrose Air Force Range, Curry and Roosevelt
Counties New 4exico and I wish to make the following comments on
the proposed action as provided for under the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) ad the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508).

It is relevant to point out that:

I am a former U. 3. Air Force Officer who served honorably in
the southwest and enjoyed experience; but,

Because of my concerns for correct short and long term resource
development and management decisions (particularly energy) while
maintaining the quality of the regional and local environment....

I decided not to be a career officer and subsequently spent
21 professional years of my life in comprehensive regional develop-
ment planning wlth emphasis on Natural Resources Systems Planning,
Resource Allocation and Land Management decisions. I am fortunate
to) have enjoyed field work experiences with many of the nations
best natural and physical scientists while formulating regional
development plans and I am proud to have had a hand in helping to
promote the passage of the much needed NEPA Act.

I have revia wed this document form the viewpoints of one who
appreciates:

1. The Air Force's Training need for an area or areas
primarily for the use and purposes of a training range for aircraft,
bombing cannon and missel firing; and,

2. The need to adopt basic objective criteria; to objectively
apply these to alternative sites in the region~then to evaluate
and compare the alternatives in order to eleminate or minimize
physical, social and economic impacts and to make the best land use
decision0

Although it has not been clearly established by the U.S0 Air
Force that Cannon AFB is essential to the mission of the Air Force
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(this TAC Training Mission might be relocated to another basewhicn would use other bombing ranges); let us assu ' that because
* of existing federal investments at Cannon AFB, it i- desirable to

p rovide a better range in the Cannon AFB region. 'II hat then would
be the land use criteria for site selection in making a regional
resource inventory and analysis for this resource allocation and
public investment decision?

1. The Air Force lists size, 10 miles by 10 miles or 100
square miles without conflicting land uses; and,

2. Within 250 miles of Cannon AFB; but preferrably within
100 miles of Cannon AFB is much better.

OTHER LAND USE CRITERIA FOR OBJECTIVE SITE SELECTION WHICH SHOULD
BE APPLIED IN ORDER TO MINIMIZE ADVERSE SOCIAL, ECONOMIC AND
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS ARE AS FOLLOWSt

3. Lack of industrial, residental or transportation develop-
ments;

4. Lack of prime agriculture soils or good developed farm or
ranch land;

5. Lack of oil and gas development; or, lack of underlying
class I mineral lands with existing leases and planned investigation
and development;

6. Lack of statewide or regionally significant natural areas
archeological orhistoric sites; and,

7, Use of existing federal land if possible which does not
have the limiting factors of criteria 3,4,5, and 6.

Quality, quantity and cost comparisons between sites should
be made using these criteria. However, the Air Force DOES NOT
APPLY OBJECTIVE CRITERIA 3 THRU 7 nor make comparitive aa~mis
between alternative sites. In reviewing and analysing this DEIS
Proposal to Expand Melrose Air Force (bombing) Pange, I arrive
at the following findings and conclusions% (These are based upon
previous correspondence and the evidence and recommendations as
presented in the DEIS document.)

1. The Air Force has not complied with the intent of Section
_102 NEPA Proceedures and specifically CEQ Regulations Section 1503 -

by, ":...Requesting Public Comments from those interested or
iff e ted..**.."

2. The alternatives for accomplishing the purpose of training
TAC pilots, are not adequately considered; specifically;

A. using other available sives in combination w .1, h
existing Melrose site; or nri'e Darticularly,



:. -sigr; w", develo n he federal land in the "Lon-
lesa" -ite as a better bombina range.

ither A or" ? flter'native afore stated is prefer-able to t!

lol'owln. .adver:s ;ocii. and economic impacts associated with the
ex.ans.Lon of the Me.rose _ange:

( ) a kin "Privt P residences, developed Ranch and Farimland ;"

(2) Virtually ignoring the underlying classI mineral lands
and outstanding private lease contracts in the proposed
[Fielrose ,,"' - .,.

These significant adverse impacts could be forgone by selectin;
either alternative 1 or 2 as follows:

1. Not expanding Melrose Bombing Range; but usin the exist, -

range for training in combination with other ranges. No .'here
does the Air Force establish that the expansion of Melrose Bombing
,Range is critical to the training of TAC pilots at Cannon. Diversityl
of pilot experiences by practice runs at several sites would be
more realistic to combat.)

2. Further study by TAC, obtaining use right and development
of a better range at Lon Mesa. This alternative would be far
preferrable to the taking of private property at Melrose including :3
residences and mineral leases; ranch and farmlands; and blocking
mineral resource investigation, exploration and development.

The following statements numbered 1,2, and 3 detail poifits
in support of my conclusions outlined above:

1. The DEIS Does Not Affirmatively Seek Comments from Z
Interested and Affected Persons,

In 1980, I made my interests known to the Air Force (ie;
that my family hertiage in the area of concern pre dated New Mlexico -
as a state, and that decendants of the Isaac R. Greathouse family -r

were the owners of lands and minerals in the proposed expansion
areafor Melrose Bombing Range.) The Secretary's office responded -
in a letter 26 September 1980 identified as.-attachment 1 hereto,
inwhich they assured on page 2 they would be glqd to furnish me a
copy of the DEIS when printed.

This Air Force letter did not respond to my question as to hov,
signigicant is Cannon AFB and its Melrose Bombing Range in meeting
the overall Air Force needs for development and training when
considering other bases and ranges. Rather, the 1980 letter signpd
by Col. John G. Schroeder ignored my more basic questions, and
responded with a bias in support of Melrose Air Force Range's
expansion, even expressing the possibility...."that the environnent-'.
assessmet (might) support a finding of no significance..."

The Air Force published the DEIS on or about March 5, 1984;
but did not send me a cooy or notify me nersonally, I learned
of their action on March 23, only after calling the Secretary's
office in a.,tnon, and in turn calling Cannon Air Force Base.
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The copy of the DEIS I received was not dated, did not tell 1
me when my response was due, nor provide an address to whom this

'Iresponse is to be directed. These facts were not made clear after ;j)

* I follow~d up in writing to 2annon AFB. (See Air Force letter of
Iresponse dated April 11, 1982, attachment 2.)

2. THE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL IMPACTS
--J RESULTING TO PRIVATELY HELD MINERAL RESOURCES AND MINERAL RIGHTS

ARE VIRTUALLY IGNORED BY THIS DEIS.

This issue is not mentioned in the Summary of Impacts in the
DEIS (three reference are buried in the appendices.) Yet the
entire area under and extending beyond the proposed Melrose Bombing
Range expansion is classified TYPE I mineral lands by New Mexico
Bureau of 1ines and Professional Geologists.

The Petroleum Engineer for the Commissioner of Public Lands
of the State of New Mexico has extimated the Royalty Interest value
of the state owned 23,300 acre portion at $13,311,000 for oil
and '17,786,000 for gas. (Ref. 15 page D-40 of DEIS) His figures
may be low. -y comparison the private ownership portion of the
proposed expansion is considerably larger, exceeding 30,000 acres,
with a greater estimated Royalty interest $17,304,300 oil,
$23,121,800 gas.

THE AVAILABTT TTY OF THESE TYPE I MINERAL LANDS FOR OIL AND
GAS DEVELOPMENT CA PRIVATE LANDS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED OF VITAL
INTEREST TO TFE NATION AND THE ST .TE OF NEW MEXICO.

OiTTs essential for the wheels of industry to turn, our economy
to function, taxes to be levied, and for aircraft to fly.

Professional geologists agree the same world locations and
supplies for these non renewable resources are much the same today
as in 1950 - with the exception of depletion of original supplies.
Sixty thousand holes were drilled in 1983 in the U.S. but we did
not find much reserve that petroleum.geologists had not identified
30 years ago. This makeclass I mineral lands increasingly
significant today where they exist !

Techniques of inventory, analysis and exploration are changing.
3eismic evaluation is being done in coordination with stratigraphy
to assist in specific site selections for new exolorations which
are likely to 'e much deeper. (Mr. French's letter, Ref 11 in the
DEIS has no relevance in the scenario of 1984 - 2020, the next
30 years.)

In the east, for example, in Georgia virtually all the National
Forests Lands have been leased even though the stratigraphy does
not indicate the presence of oil and gas and none is likely to be
found. However, we cooperate in the Jivenory and determinations.
le do not block tim as the Air Force has done on the existing
Ice-rose 7ombing Range; and,as they propose to do in the proposed

in the "el rose B ombing Ran:,e area of New I e0ico we have very
go-d scientific. indications for petroleum and/or gas production.
The nation nceds the minerals and New Mexico needs the potentially
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large royalty and ta:- income for its zchool a d universit'es.
Had the present prcjected size of The i.'elrose -.o',bing, --ange been
invisioned initially, it should have beer invited to seek ar'
alternative site rather than aomiropriate 76,200 acre- of clas- I
mineral lands.

The DEIS nroposal re ' .sents a tp ing of an additional
54,000 acres of these class I mineral lands. The private holders
of these subsurface rights are ignored in the DES3, as well as the

'T exico Bureau o 'iiines map that shows these lands as Class I
for exploration of oil and gas (reference enclosure 4).

The Air Force should be cooperating fully with set-'-ic
inves.iga,,ions by major petroleum compa'vies to determinf. kty sites
for eploration. It is a known fact that Petroleum Corrpanieo
hye mu_ the private oi-/kas rhts under active lea e and

investigation in the area of the" pgror- d Melrose 3on,b.ng Rnge
Expansion.

In the past the .ir Force thwarted a seismic evaluation
request by Roger's Petroleum Company on the basis of possible
ordinance, and said the company could run along the bounda'y
line. (See letter attachment3,) Such tests are made after
carefully plotting natural. underground stratigraphy lines, where
oil deposits are most likely rather then on surface man made lines.
The ordnance should be cleaned up periodically, Discharges for
seismic tests are small and should be permitted with advance
planning. The point here is we need cooperation in the inventory
and determination of key potential and specific sites for further
oil exploration and developments. Our country and the world is
approaching an oil shortage crisis much sooner then it realizes.

In addition to- b.einga.mC -r-luai- planner interested in sound
governmental investment, I am one of the owners of mineral rights
in lands currently under lease adjoining the existing Ikelrose
Bombing Range. 8

This DEIS proposes to take private mineral lands and interests
if the proposed expansion is approved and to relay their development
indefinitely. (In their 1980 letter they proposed to buy mineral

O interests if the DEI3 is approved.) The DEIS as written represents I
a confiscation. I oppose it on professional, principle, and
personal grounds.

3. This taking of approximately 36,000 private acr - of good
productive farm and ranchlands out of production and relocation
of people in 8 residences to expand ?1elrose Bombing Range will
be a significant adverse social and economic impact to the people
of this area of New Mexico. (Other farms and ranches appear to
be impacted and split by the arbitrary proposed acquisition lines.
This will add adverse impacts to operators of those farms and ranches,
and add compensation coots to the proposed federal action.)

InJommay, Iam _Qp~_e1to this DEIS as written. I believe
!a- t?. ,e d Lt., .. orc e- and h ob j aLjyO(f an e ded

ran-e is tbe ,:rrslw,..this DEIS should go back to the drawin
._rd thQg investigate the Fed erally owned Lon-,'esa site

alternative. The DE13 states, "this(oh_M.sa4. site meets many of
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the criteria for selecting a bombing range site."

As proposed the DEIS presents a biased approach to justify
expansion of an existing range. If an objective resource
allocation process had been initially applied in the region--
using the 7 objective criteria I outlined on page 1, the 7xisting
Melrose Bombing Range would not have been located where it is in
the first place.

I If those criteria are applied now, Lon Mesa site will
jundoubtably show least cost with less social and economic impact. I
The individual losses of private farm and ranchlands, 8 residen-ces
and the mineral interests represent significant adverse social and
economic impacts if Melrose is expanded. The 54,496 acre
expansion includes 36,000 private acres eliminated from productive
farm and ranchlandso Taxes and productivity will be lost to state
and local governments.

The Federal government is being requested to pay for all
of this at a time the Congress is struggling to reduce the
federal deficit.

The Air Force's proposed handling of the existing private
mineral rights is a taking of private property rights without
compensation and Constitutionally illegal.

The proposed action is unnecessary in view of other
alternatives.

Sincerely,

LOVELL R. GREATHOUSE
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-. our;rt4RY CR~ITIQUE OF THE U;S.I.F, DEIS

" YROPOSING TO FXPAND MELROSE BO !"BING RANGE, NI 14FXICCO

The Air Force does not do an objective resource inventory

and analysis and systematically select the best alternative of

several sites to minimize social, economic and environmental i;pac 1C,
Rather they arbitrarily propose to expand the relrose Rame, and
they follow a biased approach from their beginning in an attempt to
justify implementation of their proposal. Other alternatives are
not adequately evaluated; and, it appears only superficially
because NEPA requires it. As a former U.S. Air Force Officer who
still supports the Air Force, I feel this DEIS in its present form
is a discredit to the Air Force,

10 10
Howiver, one altezna*'ive .:1he larie.,v go.e ,'gen~. n1n.e4 Lo. Iea

11ite may be wiorth pursuing as Thp ore'errerl al'ernative imnle.enei
The DEIS states "this site meets marny of the crieria lor selec-cing
,a bombing range site." The DEIS then dismisses this option without
iserious investigation, on the basis of one letter from FAA, which
objects to rerouting flights from Roswell to Albuquerque in order
to by-pass Lon Mesa, When a straight line flight path is drawn
from Roswell to Albuquerque on the map presented on page 6 of the
DEIS it by-passes the Lon Mesa site by 7 miles to the soethwest.

If needed, rerouting the commercial Air Flights to by-pass thePl
Lon Mesa site should be relatively simple and seriously cvnsidered.t
This alternative should be thoroughly investigated. The costs of ,
implementing the Lon '.vsa site should then be compared with the
proposed Melrose expansion, Lon Mesa is reported as a poor piece
of government owned land of adequate size and proximity to Cannon -

AFB, to make a good bombing range. Other resource criteria

identified earlier in this letter should be applied to Lon Mlesa. 
i

There appears to be no conflict with mineral resources at Lon rMesaF-

and 75% of the land is federally owned. The opposite is true in

the M.elrose proposal. Without depth evaluation and comparison-

the government costs appear signtficantly greater at Nielrose.

The high costs of taking 54,000 acres of private and state

land at 14elrose is a significant adverse economic impact at a time ...

when federal budget costs should be reduced. It is not only the

added cost of purchasing the surface lands, but the interference

with mineral investigations, exploration and development of the

type I oil and gas lands, which makes implementation of the proposed

.iielrose expansion highly undesirable, Most of these mineral lands
are already leased. Study investigations are underwvay and explor-
'tion is b 7ing planned How would the gover~mmen cornpensate fn-
the losses of existing private contracts and investments?
0)ovoi..ly tie proposed ex'pansion at ,ielrose should be cancei. d o'

the basis ol facts known to exist in relation to Lhis DEIS. 0
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'.~* DEPARTMENT "OF THE AIR FORCE

- - - WASHINGTON. O.C. 20330

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

!' 26SEPI 0.
Honorable Sam Nunn
United States Seate
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nunn

This is in response to your letter of August 18, 1980, in behalf of Mr. Lovell
R. Greathouse concerning the proposed expansion of Melrose Air Force Ran&%e
New Mexico.

Metrose Air Force Range is located about 20 miles west of Cannon Air Force,
Base which Is 10 miles wext of Clovis, New Mexico. The range has been in
continuous use since 1952. From 1952 until the late 1960s, the range consisted of
7,771 acres of leased property. In 1962, the Tactical Air Command established
requirments for real estate acquisiticrs to support tactical, fighter training. The
existing 22,043-acre range was purchased during the period 1968-1972. This
acqdsition was based on the minimum requirements for tactical aircraft and
weapens used during the 1960s.

The primary user of the .-anst !s the 27th Tact. cI.* F'ghter Wing, Cannon Air

Fcrc3aL:e, whi.'ch us.e-s i-IID aircraft. Other users from IdahoT New Mextcr,

Texas, and other states operate A-7, F-4, and F-105 aircraft at the range also.

The existing range is fiunctionally inadequate for current and forecasted
tactical aircraft and weapons training requirements. The Air Force mission is
adversely affected by the limitations placed on practice deliveries of simulated
nuclear and .conventional o rdnance, the complexity and realism of tactical.
maneuvers, and strafing restrictions for aircraft equipped with guns larger than
20mm.

There have been a number of accident- and incidents over the past few years
asciated with Air Force training operations at the Melrose Air Force Range. As
part of a continuing effort to eliminate these occurrences and protect private
property from damage, the Air Force is r-oaosi pt'exzan4 ., ran .e by about
52.000 acres. This expansion wo-uld permit aircraft to remain within the confines
of Air Force controlled property while operating on the range. Imolementation of
this oroenal would occur only after a thorough r vlronmental analysis.

We have not yet finished the environmental assessment of the proposed
ex-pansion of the Meirose Air Force Range. The Environmental Impact Analysis
Process (EIAP) for this proposal was initiated on June 24, 1980, with a public
scoping meeting which was held in Melrose, New Mexico.
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Public comment pertinent to the environmental analysis of the proposal was
solicited through the June 24 meeting, a follow-up meeting with Federal and state
agencies on June 25 and through the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
Circular A-95 process. Notification of the pubic scoping meeting was published in
tl'i Federal Register on June 9, 1980, and through local news media (Curry,
Rocsevelt, Chaves, and Quay Cowmties).

The target date for completicn of the environmental impact analysis i3
January 1981. The Air Force will then either publish a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), or fMe a Finding Of No Significant Impact (FON5). In either case,
docunentatiorv of the environmental analysis wiJl become available for public
review'. At that time, we will be glad to orovice Mr. Greathouse a cooy either of
the Draft EIS or the environment assesssment waicfl would supporct he iinding of"'
no sinif bcance.

With regard to the potential impact of this proposal, we do Mot expect that
ranch land zd erergf resources will he Io-t becaus., nL.th s expan-son. The Air
Force intends to maxe a grazing = available on t-e newly purchased land. The
only lands not available for grazing lease on the Melrose Range are those areas
immediately surrounding the crdnance impact points.

The Air Force.normally obtain% surface and subsurface rights with any land
purchase. this would be the intent wiifi respetr to the expanion, of Meirose
Rarze. However, this wculd ror preclude the st seq uent leasing of surface ard
subsurface rigllts, as long. as. such leases were compatible with Air Force- opera-.
tions.

Irr the event that this proposal is subsequently authorized and funded by the
Congress, acquisition actions would be condtedbY the United 5tates Army Corps
of Engineers, me Air Force.'s real estate agent. Where people must be relocated,
relocation assistance Is provided Dy Public Law 91-046, the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Land Acquisition Policies Act of 1970. Under this act, homeowners
and btsinesses, including tenants on property to be acquired, are reimbursed for
expenses Incurred in connectlon with relocation. lore detailed informaticis would
be provided by the Corps representatives at that time.

The environmental assessment is being conducted in accordance withv the

NatIoal Environmental Policy Act and the Council on, Envlronmental Quality

regulations which reguire .discuIson of alternatives to the proposed action.
Alternatlves which will be addresed in the envirenmental assessement include the

contlnud use of themTsient mi taki no action to add land to the present
faclityT.iosIn3 Melrose Range and conductin& trairungon other existing Air Force

ranges-, anO ±uin&gelro5e Range, but acquiring a rew range convenient to Cannon

Air Force Base.

S
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No further actions to implement this proposal will be initiated until the EIAP
is completed-

We appreciate your interest in this matter and hope the information provided
is helpful. If we can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely,

JOHN 0. SCHROEDER
Colonel, USAF
Chief,. Program Liaison- Division . . ,
Office of Legislaiva Liaison

Attach m, en t
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADOUARTERS 27TH TACTICAL FIGHTER WIG TAC)

CANNON AIR FORCE BASE. NM 81(3

April 11, 1984

Mr. Lovell Greathouse
331 N. Coleman Rd.
Roswell, Georgia 30075

Dear Mr. Greathouse,

This is in response to your letter about the comment period
on the draft environmental impact statement concerning the Melrose
Bombing Range expansion. As of this -te. the cutoff date for
Dublic commaQ-thas-not-beenn etenrinan-4, The perioa oegan, as I
understand, on Marcn ±o, 1984, when it was announced in the
Federal Register. Normally, the public comment period runs 45
days from the listing in the Register, but due to the number
of requests for extensions, this date has been extended for a
currently undetermined period.

The statement you received was released from the publisher
on March 5, 1984. i do not know why you did not receive an
immediate copy, and i am sorry if you were inconvenienced in
any way.

if i can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call.

Sincerely,

ZAYN B. COMPTON, Capt, UJSAF
Chief, Public Affairs Division
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEAOQUARTERS ??TH COMOAT SU, cFT G OUP (TAC)

. CANNON AIR FORCE NAls. PM 16i@

OFICE Of THE COMMANDERi.

Mr. Jack A. Greathouse
Box 548
Portales, New Mexico 88130

Dear Mr. Greathouse

In response to ,our letter of 1 October 1981,
R~q*.ak~s~ prwi~ic~L nds~iu~ogaphi e. in& oro Melhrus5t-Bombin&

1ha Their inquest was forwarded to HQ USAF for approval. In a letter
dated 25 September 1981, Colonel George H. Tissaw, Chief, Real Property
Division, Directorate of Engineerins and Services, "'dV*ed e esL-onl
the grounds that unexploded ordnance in the area presented a safety hazard.
Colone: Tissaw agreed to reconsider the reauest if the lines of interest
could be oriented along.the bbundaries ot the range anti the testing does
"not interfere with -oe Air Force's use of tne range: I" ana wtien Rogers
Lxplorations, Inc. rvsub.1ts their request to HQ USAF, we will do every-
thing we can to cooperate with them along t.,e guidelines set forth.

Because of my imminent reassignment, this will be my last chance to
correspond with you and I would like to take this opportunity to thank
you for sharing the concerns of the Melrose landowners with me.

Sincerely

GILBERT K. ST CLAIR, Colonel, USAF Cy to: Ms. Betty King
Commander Rm 175, Federal Bldg

Roswell, ?iM( 88201

Mr. Poe Corn

Rm 140, Federal Bldg
Roswell, N4 88201

The Honorable Joe Skeen
1508 Longworth House Office Bldg
Washington, DC 20515
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STAT.E OF NEW MEXICO

DEPARTMENT OF
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION

STATE PLANNING DIVISION

BRUr, E KING 505 DON GASPAR AVENUE ANITA HISENSERG
GOVERNOR SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 82503 DIRECTOR

(5051 827.2073

DAVIO W. KING 1505 827.5191 JOE GUILLEN
SECRELARY 1505) U27-21,08 JOE GIENe Or0 PU! Y DiRECTOR

April 14, 1980

Curtis 0. Zeigler, Lt. Col., USAF
Base Civil Engineer
27 CSG/DEEV
Cannon Air Force Base, New Mexico 88101

Dear Sir:

1his is in response to your letter requesting comments on potential environmental
impacts of the Melrose Bombing Range Expansion. From our research we find
that there are several areas that should be looked into.

First, is the subject of farmlands. According to our Critical Areas Study (CAS)
map, which is interpreted from Soil Conservation Service information, there
will be an overlap, as there already is on the existing range, with both highly
and moderately suitable soils for irrigated agriculture. More :,5,cifiuAlly,
as found on the 1978 Soil Conservation Service (SCS) "Important Farmlands" maps
of Curry and Roosevelt Counties, the proposal will overlap with several areas
defined as "Additional Farmlands of Statewide Tmportance." (See definition,
Attachment A). Alternative 2 will overlap with a little loss of tihis ]Ind than
the proposal, and Alternative #1 will overlap considerably less. All three
additions will overlap an area of "Prime Farmland" in Curry County. (5ee defi-
nition, Attachment B).

The proposal and the two Alternatives, along with the existing range, totally
overlap an area of socondary rangeland. This, as defined by a Foront Scrvice/
Soil Conservation Service Committee in a draft definition of rangeland wokild
include "....rangeland other than that designated as prime rangeland that is
economically, ecologically, or otherwise significant to the state or local area,
which should be protected from premature or unnecessary conversion to other
uses...." As shown on the 1972 Soil Conservation Service map, "N:w Mexico
Grazing Capacities under Average Rainfall and Management Conditions," this region
falls under the 3rd highest grazing classification, which is 44-54 acres per
animal unit, year-long, or 14.55-12.08 head per section, year-long.

Concerning archaeological site densities, the whole area falls under predicted
archaeological site densities of one to six per square mile. In the northeatcrn
section of both the proposal and Alternative #2 is a band of predicted archaeolog lI
site densities of 7-12 per square mile.
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Curtis 0. Zeigler
April 14, 1980& , Page Two.

We also consulted the New Mexico Game and Fish Department's comprehensive plan
which, in the map section, shows that there is some overlap with the occupied
range of deer on all three proposals and a total overlap with the occupied
range of antelope. (See Attachments C and D). It might also be noted that the
population and habitat trends of the antelope in this area are static and that
there is a problem of chronic low young population here.

On the 1974 map, "The Future of New Mexico Oil and Gas Resources," produced
by the New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources, we found that this
whole region involved is a Class 1 exploration area for oil and gas.

Lastly, there was a 1964 earthquake epicenter in the northeast corner of the
proposal with a magnitude of 2.5. This magnitude would barely be felt with no
damage.

Please keep us informed of any developments on this project, and if we can be
of any further assistance please let us know.

Sincerely,

Betsy Reed, Planner
Planning Bureau

BR:jeh
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331 N, Coleman R.=-d,
Roswell, Gc6rgia. 30075
June 25, 19B4L-

N1J "' 2( %L,

Honorafle Sj launn
U. S. Senator/Georgia
Senate Office Building
Washington, Do C, 20510

Dear Sami

Thank you for your letter of June 14; 1984, as your Inter-im.
response to my review comments on the U.S.A.P. Propone E:--partniorn
of !e.l-rose }3o-lbintg Range, ['.e Ioxico,

Since then a great deal of effort has gone into the attachled
Positi.on Statement of MBR Landowners, Operators and tine-al ligh.Lt
Oners. Its summary follows the Table of Contents. 1May I
recommend a complete review of this document by you and your kv-y
staff members, and that it then be transmitted to the appropria'te
authorit'i *s the Department of the Air Force.

r- a
' in partial summary,, this Statement asserts the following;

1. One alternative - Lon Mesa - meets comprehensive
O regional planning, development and land management criteria ror

suitability as a bombing range in this regions

2. Factors compared on pages 8 and 9 indicate that Lon Mesa
Site could be acquired at less than one tenth of the cost o1
acquisition of the proposed Melrose Bombing Range Expansion ald,

3. -Melrose Bombing Range Expansion conflicts with existinc
and proposed developments of agriculture, homes, New 1K.exico Boy&
Ranch, Floyd School/Community and oil and gas resources which
make expansion of Melrose Bombing Range undesirable now and in
the foreseeable future, By comnparirion Lon Mesa Alternate ha-
very limited if any conflict and is mostly federally owned.

Please review the first 15 pages carefully, completely and
objectively to do it justice.

This document was prepared with the diligent assistance of
;John W. Russell of Los Lunas, New M1exico. His national land
Ir.ari.gef.cent experience and his life long personall knowledge of
New M.exico makes him the land management planning specialln-t an
authority ifi the Southwest rk,,'g.on, Ky opinion is based on .,-
21 years of resource systems planning and comprehensive rePio~Th.
development in three regions of the nation. If U.S.A.F'. vill
seriou;ly consider the fact; and alternatives preselited, I
recommend that Mgr. Russell's services be obtained, if pos'Eib.eV
in developing a new DEIS for Lon Mesa Alternative.
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Going into the eigh'igeneration, the Grea'Lhouse Tamily has
now supported the principles of indivj.dual land.owner.hip and
contitutional rights in the Uritkd Staotes. Our- heritarge in
this arca of concern in N'ew V4.>icc' predates New r4oxico a; a
$a tte. Two former Air Force and one Naval Officer and two

land management planners from this family are among those who
have made in put to the attached position paper.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely, ,"

LOVELL R. GRFL.L IOJSJI'.

II
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331 N. Coleman lid.,
Roswel.l, Georgia 30075
M~ay 2C, 1984

EllI x-11 -1 ,~ 4: 4

Honorable Sam Nunn
U..S, Senator/Georgia
Senate Office Bluilding
W.ashington, D.C. 20510

Dear Sami

This follows our correspondence dating back to 1980 on the
subject of' the P~roposed Expansion of Melrose Bombing-, Range
(New IVexico). I have attached a copy of my recent letter in
response to the A'ir Force DEIS, together with copies of' our
previous correspondence for your convenience. (Please note the
Air Force did riot promptly provide me a copy of their DEIS as
ihey prorniszcig and I was only one of mnany ,;,!ople who had 'to m!akce
the second effort to obtain a copy, which I received weeks after
thy r e 10a,-::,d t he D 2 L3 ,)

in m~y previous correspondence I requested the Air Yorce
provide the following:

(1) an objective evaluation of 'the need to expand Melr'ose
Bombing Range;

(2) that alternative site-, arid options be seriously arld
objectively considered for Cannon AFB training; and,

(3) fL~.t oil and gas studies and explorations in the rWielrose
area be comnpleted, and if productive, the area kept open for mineral
production in view of national energy needs.

As a former US, Air Force Officer who subsequently spent
-21 profes ;ional years in Natural Resource 'Systems and State
Comprehensive Development Planning, and havinf, reviewed
approximately 200 Draft EIS, I find the undated DEIS for expansion
of the Melrose BomrbinU, Ran-ge one of the most non objective and
biased documents I have ever reviewed.

The DEI~JI, ,poscs. to .Expand milrose Bombingt flarve to iincrease
it from 22,120 acres to 76,000 acres by takin; 54,000 acres of
private and state property inclu~dna; farm and ranchlarids,, roz-ids
the New Meixico 7-o-,s Ranch, and re).ocintion of individual rtct-4don0C-e.

toreover, on the subject of underlyingr oil and gras tro.-ur':c-:
tlho DEISI3 )arg&eLy i-iores . ine following:

(1) The nations increasing need for oil and gao;

(2) The clas.s I oil and gail resources which underLL\1,Q Lhe
M~elrose area ( documented by the New Mexico State Planning Ofilice
and the New Irexico Bureau of Mines.)
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(3) The fact 'that nearly all the private mineral lands
within the DEIS proposed expansion area are under existing private A
lease contracts; and

(4) Private oil and gas development companies have sunk eost.>
in studier, seismagraphic testing, and proposed exploration and
development follow on.

Modern Lechniques of development of the oil and gas reserves
underlying theprLposed llelrose Bombing Range Expansion are nationally
,seeded and potentially highly significant to the St .ttc of New
Mexico, its schools and universitieo.

The Air Force's alternative,, in this report are only s.uper-
ficially considered, especially hc alternative of using the
Lon-ieta site which is 75% federally owned and has no known
underlying oil and gas conflict.

In view of the needs to balance -the budget, and to make sound.
public investments which minimize conflicts i recommend the follow-
ing options in reference to the Air Force DEIS proposing to expand
the iel.ro,;u iomniL ig Rnag,e;

(1) That Cannon Air Force Base use the existing IMelrose and
other bombing ranges in the Southwest Region now uned by Cannoii
AFJ3 for traLning; or,

(2) Further consIder and study the "Lon-Mesa" site us the
Possible preferred alternative for the devJlopment of a new
bombing, range for Cannon AFB with least conflicts and pub].~ lo e:;.

On the basis of the information provided in the DEIS, it
appears that the Ion-rlesa site could be allocated and devo., > - rv-;
a new boinbin!, range with less conflicts, loss of public v',': _,nd
costs than the Melrose site. (Some Air Force Officers t in
the Zs.W. believe training as now exists at several ranges ...r
than the relatively flat ielrose Area is more realistic to combat.)

Only by detailed study and comparison of the factors and
costs relating to Melrose vs the Lon-Mesa Sites could an objective
decision to expend public funds for an improved bombing range for
,;annon AFB be justified. In any event, Melrose Bombing Range
should not be expanded until seisinagraphic studies and mineral
explorations in the proposed Melrose expansion area are completed.

Sincerely,
l 2 /  ."

('&)"Y ( /7C t4.i. A-71 LOVELL R. GREIATHOUSE
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This letter i to inform you we are against the ,xpansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range. We do not feel any group of people has
the right to take homes and a life time of work from Ranchers in
order to make jobs and bring bu.]ine-s to another group. With the
thourrht in mind homes, away of life, inheritance, peice of mind
are at stake go with me throuFh this little blue book that is so
repetious. I would like you to see things from where I stand, a
few miles from the perposed expansion on a Ranch, sometimes we
call it the end of the road, because one starts openinF gates when
they pass our home. We have a 20 year old son away at colle.e. My
husband has lived here since 1939 he is 79 years old. One wonders
will the next expansion -et us. Also keep in mind we've had a shut
in gas well since 1974. This is the third takeover, and I have been
nothing was paid for the minera] rights on the first two takeovers.

ii 3-Summary of Impacts: Move 8 familes. One other purposed place
had endangered species-couldn't consider that place.

page 2 - there is other existini, ranges. Oir nriqtion shou1ldn't spenrd
money it hasn't got on something it doesn't need. Remember the

rj I National Land Protection Policy Act.
pace 4 - a-The takeover of privately owned land is still a primary
concern and rightly so.

page 5-A-I question the wisdom of not wantinp to use mountainous
terrain-your first battle might not be in the wide open country.
White Zands (a promised back takeover) part of the training could -
be coping with the airspace.

7F_ page 7-b-Beneath commercial air route - MOVE THE AIR ROUTE ! ! ! I 1*
Homes and their people and land are still on top of the list.

page 7-c-Oil and gas located on this site. This purposed expansion
has even hindered thie lease of some mineral.

page 8-Train at oth6r Ranges. There there use them to the fullest.
In other words get your moneys worth out of what is alreadlhere.

page 10-Noise impact is concidered NO IMPACT. We who live here see
what takes place in a fly(beside)over.

page 11-b-Will it indeed be used for grazing. M ay not be Drime or
unique land - but the fact remains - it's someones home and most

- likely been so for many ypars - thats what really counts with me -
how about you. Remember the National Farm Land Protection Policy
Act. Speaking of repetion, must be catching.

page 10-c-Not does but has affected potential mineral resouces in
this area. And the mineral right owners have not been listed or
notifyed. And what about the Oil and gas people - they aren't
listed and have they been noifyed. I think not - one person at
the Cannan Air Base didn't seem to know the importance of letting
these two groups know nor now to find them. ?????????????????

-- page 10-d-If no increase of aircraft activity over the range -
(p why the need for increase land.

papge 10-e- WATER - I think perhaps some people have never heard of
a dry well. Ranchers have to have water lots of water.

page 10-f-A no flying area would be established around the nestin.
site of a pair of Colden eagles - GREAT. Wish we people were so
important. Bald heads.

--Jpage 11-g-Grass fires do damage air quality. Why no increase. j -

7 Ipage 11-h-665 acres of vegetation removed and just the pledge of L
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annon AF, to stop erosion isn't the answer. Thats a bi. problem in
this part.

pa re 11-a-9hy train to protect a School when your training place de-
stroys what you train to protect. The Floyd School isn't just any
ole school.

)oe 11-b--Relocation of persons and dwellings. This sin't just
persons this is family, friends, loved ones being forced to leave
homes not dwellings. Places many have spent years of hard work on.

_ Ira.ge 11-d-4e need land fo, food and fiber. Remember the National aO
- i 'arm Land Protection Policy Act.

pare 11-e-Waste of more land. Remember the National Farm Land
Protecticn Policy Act.

pame 11-f-A ranch without water. You can't find water just any
place in this part.

pai'e 11-g-Remember National Farm Land Protection Policy Act.

pag:e 12-(l) Possible base closure. Sure would miss that noise.

pae 12-(2) No three party exchange of land says the DLM. The
private land owner has no say.

page 13-Relocation at takeover price.

page 14-For disturbance of these birds-you admit desturbance.

page 14-Soil erosion and undesirable plants is a full time battle
not time left for bombing.

page 14-Relocation of roads-sure the volume traffic on this road
is liht. And when epple are moved out will another road be needed.
Thats what roads are°-for people.

pare 14-Just what does't transfer of water riphts mean.

page 19-Lots of people haven't gotten to release mineral because
of this purposed expansion. And this can well be part of why these
two well are still shut in wells.

pa-e 12-the location and owners of each 46 (some unknown owners)wells
-and. they weren't sent a little blue book before the notice in the
paper. Why. Some of tbesefolks are up in years. Have a heart.

"page 21-There may well be more wildlife than named.

:., ,pae 23-Burial site - Doesn't have to be in the National Reqister 0
lof Historic Places - was all these land owners notified.
,aae 24-What came and pushed out agriculture and is still pushing,.

pare 28-Fly overs do take place and far from -the proposed boundary
lines.

p:u-Te 29-Zo we have unreclamed land - what a waste to keep spreading
unreclamed land - surely there must be a stopping place.
pacre 29-This is not right to take mineral rights from people and
not pay them for nowA, and 'hat they could drJn. in the future and
that loss to the family in years to come. Isn't it true the first
takeoverts didn't pay for mineral - just maybe some folks have a
ri!ht to demand some back pay with interest.

pare 29-Land adjacent to the purposed expansion is and will affect
oil and sras exploration because the general feeling is thats in the
neyt takeover. It does affect the price of land and discourag;es
exchan.ge of land and mineral legsein,.

pare 33-Will there be need of mail and bu.3 route if no people.
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ral-e 311-You catn't ,fin.' water whore it isn't.

p a . ,.-I . ... ty o r.r .; er' 't not! fied. ;hok;Idn't they hav' !ottei!
-the little blue books firot. Some are very ngreatly distress .,e , .ven I

tc the point of despair -- when will the next takeover be. Help can' t
-omeone do somethinf, - hasn't this been going on since 192?

D-4 - There is olden :.a, te.,.

D-5 - Overlap-Prime Farmland:

D-6 - Class 1 exploration area for oil and gas:

D-12 - Theres other rangres to use for public defence:

D-14 - Public interest: ? ? ? ? ?

D-18 - Other homes mean just a.- much to those near and dear to them.

(1-20 - No Indian land impacted. Wasn't this once Indian country.
Could make one feel like an Indian of lon ago.

D-23 - Shouldn't Impacks be prepared by a third party?

D-25 - Adverse affect on agriculture to great.

,-.J - Outdated map - I quetur, th interest of this person and
understand I am riot the only one.

D-47 - Grazing lease?

APPENDIX E - Animal response - one must live with and care deeply
for Animal to note the response. Ever on a horse and meet up with
a fly-over or should I say a flyby.

CrCorrespondence Received on proposed expansion - No Rancher report.
'dhat about input from meetine at Melrose????????????????????????? I"
T reel. about this expansion the way I felt about the M X.

V X Monster Go Away

M X Monster toaway!
'Ie don't want your shell game play,
Oul uton our lone prairi e.
Thats not where you nu,.ht to be.

!1 X Monster Po a,:ay!
,e don't need your roads I say
Out amon.-est our fields of hay
That,: not where you ou,-rht to be.

1. X .Vor .nter go away!
We don't want our 'taxes wasted
Just to 7ct sand in our faceses
That: not where you ought to be.

P' X lMon-.tor 'o away!
We can't take your nuclear ways
Near our homes and near our people
.hats not where you ought to be.

Tu~~ ^04,Z
prl ', 1981 Margaret Spencer

THAN K7

Mararet spencer and all at our HOME -Nina, Sulah, Earl and C.RIEY.
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12 April 1984

O Environmental Planning Hq.
TAC/DEEV
Attna Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665
Subj: Proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range

As an owner of mineral rights in Roosevelt County, I am bitterly opposed
.to .the theft of land by the Air Force without notification or considera-
tion of'the owners of such rights. Especially when the Government now
owns thousands and thousands of suitable acres of land, making it en-
tirely unnecessary to expend untold sums of money to rout ranchers and
landowners for subject expansion.

The Air Force has an alternate plan, as presnted in the Federal Register
of 9 June 19801 to continue using the presen. range; closin. the Melrose
Range; and conducting training on other military ranges. 23

i Should the Air Force confiscate this land, we are robbed of any potential
jgain from ownership of mineral rights. The land they propose to take is
choice range and farm land, class 1 area for future oil and gas resources.
Also, this action is not in compliance with the National Farm Land Pro-
tection Policy Act.

I see no point in destroying tax base, rerouting mail, roads, relocating
* a cemetery and disrupting telephone and gas distribution lines when a

better alternative has been suggested. The Government owns far too much
land now in the Western States.

The I.R. Greatfiouse family homesteaded in Roosevelt County in 1907, main-
taining the Greathouse Ranch until it was sold in 1958 with mineral
rights retained for heirs of the original owners.

I would appreciate your checking into this matter and using your influence
to stop this outrage, by use of existing facilities by the Air Force.

I am sending copies of this letter as indicated below.

Thank you.

•' " j l 6<
, '-., (. d .<

President Ronald Reagan Representative Manuel Lujan
Senator Jake Garn Representative James Hansen
Senator Orrin Hatch Representative Howard Nielson
Senator Pete Domenici Secretary of Interior William Clark
Senator Jeff Bingamon Attn: Carol Hallelt,
Representative Joe Skeen Western Region Special Assistant
Representative Bill Richardson National Enquirer Inc., Lantana, Fla 3346
Representative Dan Marriot



Viz. U. S. A:LA Forcae proponad, 1.1 tIVi1 Fed:ca.1 Renister uZ June 9, 10t)) to Li.-
th:. sJlzi of the :elrose soinbing Range ihich is located southVi~SL of eros..i
that bei-no, northwae of Portales. New 11exico, in Roosevelt County. Thas will

be lthe third tima2 they hava acquired land. T'hey want to add 52,227 acre ; mlore
to chez presenc- range of 22,043 acres. The proposed expanzion consists of approx-
iiunaly 75/% privataly owne d land and '25% Scans owned land.

THE E~FFECTS OF THITS PROPOS2DM EXPANSIO'N

LAND. Th- -axpansion includLes good ,'armi.n,, and primea ranch land.
The- additioo will take land Zrom third and f~ourth genoration famnUles.
Over 35 landowne!rs are involvad and at l-ase six .'amI~lias wixll b.- Zorcud
to inove -'rom th~tzr homas.
There! are twanty--four Lrrig'ation c: ,rcles wi'thin the2 proposed expans'ion.
Tha expansion w-1l be splcting u,, .iost ranch.!s, reducing productivicy.

TAXES, Prop,4rty tax to Roosevelt Councy w,13.l b-, cut.
Roosevelt General ',Iospital tax Uvy will ba cut.
Reduc::s the fucura- bonid2ng capacity oz' Roos-avelt County.
Present bond indebtedness, of th-2 Floyd School District, will ox~ inter-
rupted and thus place an ex~tra burden on the remaining property ownars.
Reduces cha iucure bondingo capacity for the Floyd School System.
The e;:pansion will take Stacz Trusc Latnds which contribute: money to
public schools and unive-raities.

OIL. The exk)ansion Includes 51,227 acr-es which is knouti as Class I Area for
future uil and gas resources.
Two nacural gas wall3 ar- within a short distance of the rang,:.
few produci4*n,- oii ls to the 'outhe asL, continue to locate closer,
moving towards. the "telrose Bombing Range.
Oil le.asing is v-.try active in this area and includes leasing and seismno-
graphing within th.: 'proposed _expansion property.
One wildcat well, n:!ar the zxpans: on boundry,; contained sand tars.

OBSTRUCTIONS: Two county roads, tun mile.: of pavement, will have to be re--touted.
The U.S. North Star i.ail Route; out of Elida, i'fl-, will be -interrupted.

N) Roosevelc County Rural Telephone Coop's syateni wil be interruptad. -

The expansion ill int.2rrupt the gas distribution pipe line- of the 7-aatern (\J
Hew iHexico Gas Ason which runs from Ft. Sumner, NMI to Portales, Mi.
Possibility of~ relocating thet Benson Ce metery which lies within the- area.

CONCERMS: Tha security of land to be inherited by our children..
Effact on the golden eagles Chat n-2st in the expansion area.
Do wie honestly think this will be rhe last expansi.on in Roosevelt County?
Allowance f4or inflation --actor,,. -land value Lncrease, interesit on money
and credit, if land is cond-amned.
Overlooking an oil and gas resourci area for our National Defense?
Negle!cting to use Fede~ral Land for the .;xpansion as NMl has 34% Federal
Land.
How does '-his expansion compare with th2 Air Forcels alternative73 plan
of anothar location, as given in the Feddral Registet of June 9, 1980?
Attitude of youth about America when the Federal Governmenc takes private
land, Zor questionable axpansi'ons, when Federal Land L~s accessible?
.Taking one-fourth of the laind away from the2 Floyd.School District?

Interrupt 11 Boys Ranch plans for a satellit.! program,. at the historic
H~art Ranch, for 24 needy boys.
No restriction of air space' exJisto now, for the aircraft to maneuver
safely and properly in their training exercis.es at thi MR?
J1ould purchasing 52,227 acres, for this expansion, bl -wisa da-f-in.-, spandiL?
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It. POSITION STATEMENT OF MBR LANDOWNERS AND OPERATORS,
ANDMINERALS RIGHTS OWNERS

June 25, 1984

1. We assert that the United States Air Force has not property foLlowed

the legally mandated environmental impact assessment process as prescribed by
the National Environmental Policy ActNNEPA) and as required under 40 CFR Parts
1500-1508 in assessing the impacts of the proposed expansion of the Melrose
Bombing Range upon the quality of the human environment.

2. We further ascart that the Dreft EnvironmentaL Impact Statement

prepared as a disclosure document of that assessment isp in fact, entirely
inadequate, since it rails to fully disclose the full and complete affects and
impects as a basis for the public and the dacisionmakers to make a clear choice
between alternatives.

3. We also assert that the decision to expand the Melrose Bombing Range

wee made prior to tiling the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, 9nd that the
DEIS is an attempt to Justify that decision.

4. We assert that an objective intardiscipLi0ssry assessment and
comparison of the choices and a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement will

be necessary to comply adequately with NEPA and 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, and we
request that the Air Force do the assessment over and prepare a new draft, with

affirmative public participation, and in good faith meat the spirit and intent
O aof NEPA.

5. We have presented deficiencies in procedure, comparisons of only one
feasible alternative, and raised specific questions about environmental,
economic, and social issues and possible impacts, and we request that these end

others similarly related to the proposed action, be adequately addressed and

responded to in a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

6. We request that the Air Force fully consider the options and then
close the present Melrose Bombing Range and move it to an area more suitable to

meeting the mission of Cannon Air Force Base. The increased training
requirements have exceeded the ability of the present Range to meet them, and
we requent the Air Force to face this fact squarely and honestly by taking
positive action to cLose tha ielroaa Bombing Rangs or sa the a-isting area in

conjunction with on area more suited to increased training requirements.

We are totally opposed to expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, although we

endorse and approve of the mission of the United States Air Force and recognize
the need for adequate military training to fulfill that mission.

Endorsed and Supported By:

signature organization or interest data

O iii



Aprli. 17, 1934

Environmental Planning
HQ TA.C/DEEV
Attention: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Sir:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Expansion
of the Melrose Bombing Range, Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New lexico and wish
to conmnent on the proposed action as provided for under the Council on
Environdiental Quality (CEQ) Regulations(40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). I own an
interest in certain mineral rights that will be affected by this proposed
expansion arid I do now and will continue to protest both the proposed action
and the procedures being used in making the decision as set forth in this
DEIS. You will have taken from me any value or use of these mineral ri g r' s
under the proposed expansion and made the decision to do so in a manner that is
contrary to existing law and regulations.

The primary point here is that you are arbitrarily violating the right of
citizens to own property as provided for in the Constitution of the United
States. A second major point is that you are not complying with the CEQ
regulations nor or you operating within the intent of those regulations. As an
example, language in Section 1503.1(4) says "Request comaients from the public,
affirm.tivelv solicitinm comments from those persons or organizations who may
be interested or affected." (emphasis added) I called Cannon Air Force Base
Public Affairs, requesting a copy of this DEIS based on information from a
local resident's Dhone call.' Although I gave the reason for my interest and
for requesting, the DEIS sent rie has no date of preparation on it, nor does it
h have a date when public commients must be in to Cannon AFD. There is also no

(P address to send commrents to. This cannot in any way be interpreted as CN
affirmatively soliciting comen''s.

Although this comment is strictly for and because of my personal interests, i'-
is relevant that I have been directly invoZ'ed and responsible for both land

use planning and for preparation and review of environmental impact . statements
for a major federal agency for more than 10 years. I find your treat!;lent of
both the decision maki.ng process and of the spirit, intent, and procedure of
the National Environmental Policy Act an embarrassment to the federal
government, and specifically to the Air Force.

Your sole criteria for selection of an alternative is to meet AFR 50-46 needs
for enhanced tactical as well as nuclear missions, and you surmarily disrliss
any and all impacts as inconsequential to anyone or anything as if no price

weretoohighto ay t me t- htoal-. N~owhere do you actZually determine W.-
OI comparative effects of the other alternatives or evaluate the real differences N

rO I (See CEQ regulations, Section 1502.14). Neither do you consider other possibleI
J alternatives, such as using the existing range for lm-.ted tac-tical training C\
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2.

for basic needs, and in addition, using other ran6e for avanced tactical and
other nuclear oriented training for versatility and realism. I suggest this
alernative for your due consideration under the CEQ regulations and call your
attention particularly to Section 1503.4 "Response to Comn.nents."28

urge you to reconsider LON-MESA as a viable alternative. Your elimination of lO
te 'LON-1ESA Site stronly suggests that you meekly submitted to the FAA letter N

that outlined some reasons that appear incomprehensible to any but the FAA and
yourselves. Although the impacts of removing or modifying the FAA objections
or at least negotiating them are totally unclear, the Air Force is too easily

to trade off all the adverse impacts of expansion, including takingprivate citizens property rights and other uncalculated or unestimated values,

and displacing people.

Even displacing ONE person or owner is significant, otherwise ownership of
private property in the U. S. is a farce. Actually, when one looks deeper into
the reasons FAA gave, it appears highly probable that it is really not that
large a problem or an unsolvable conflict. This is especially significant when
it is not too clear that it is really essential to expand the present area.
You give no real indication of the actual effects and implications of no action
other than limited training capability. hat does it matter if Cannon AFB has 0)

Ilimited training capability? Is the cost to these local American citizens and 0

to the Constititution really worth it to the .merican people?30
* I also question the use of the criteria for evaluation of alternative sites

(pages 4 and 5). If you applied them to the propozed action, criteria a (areas 0
composed predominantly of private land were JOT considered) eliiinates t he
proposed action as a feasible alternative, just as b (availability of air
space) eliminated other alternatives. You have used a double standard of
criteria, clearly establishing a bias to do only what you want to do, entirely
and arbitrarily disregarding the criteria you set up yourselves.

Even though I could continue to point out additional errors and other important
considerations, such as the Hart Ranch, non-compliance wit NFLPPA, loss of tax
revenue and mail route, inadecuate archeological studies, etc., i believe T
have for now adequately pointed out iy objections to .selection of your proposed
action, the reasons I object, and some of the critical errors comi~rzted in
follo:ing NEPA procedures. I have also provided one additional feasible
alternative for consideration, and given rmy opinion that if an objective look

were talen at the LON-MESA site, it would be feasible. I urge you to
reconsider your proposed action in expanding the Melrose B obinG Range and in a
manner that adequately meets the CQ Regulations.

J P An1.Rsse'!
S oute 7, Box 231'

Belen, . ew M1exico 87002
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COMMENTS OF VARIOUS OWNERS OF

MINERALS RIGHTS IN THE FLOYD/MELROSE AREA

IN ROOSEVELT COUNTY, NEW MEXICO

on

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FOR

EXPANSION OF THE MELROSE AIR FORCE RANGE

CURRY AND ROOSEVELT COUNTIESt NEW MEXICO

June 25, 1984
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June 25, 1984

CERTIFIED MAIL

Environmental Planning,

"q TAC/DEEV,

Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton,

Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

The various owners of mineral rights affected by the proposed expansion of the

Nelrose Bombing Range appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft

Envrionmental Impact Statement for Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range,

Curry and Roosevelt counties, (hereafter DEIS).

At the request of the Melrose Bombing Range Landowners and Operators, I have

incorporated various ideas and material from them into this comment, along with

those ideaR end material from other mineral rights owners, people that I have

bean in constant contact with by phone and mail over the Last few weeks. Thus

this comment represents the collective thinking of a large number of people.

Because of the Limited time, I have been unable to get their signatures, but

will send them ccpies at the time I submit this comment.* They may choose to

endorse ard support this themselvesa, but bd unable to in the time available.

These comments ea orgenized into three parts, following a summary of our

position. The first part is r critique of the DEIS based on a comparison with

the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508). It

provides the basis for our opinion that the DEIS is inadequate and must be

totally re-done to comply with CEO Regulations.

The second pat discusses at least one feasible alternative in de',ail and

compares it with the proposed expansion. The majority of the facts for

estimates and comparison were derived from the DEIS itself. We have determined

much of the information about the LON-MESA or alternate area from Local

knowledge end readily obtainable public information.

The third part is an attempt to compile meaningful unanswered questions,

particularly about econooic and environmental issues that were not sufficiently

addressed in the DEIS.

We look forward to a detailed response to our comments as required by 40 CFR

Sec. 1503.4.

Sincerely

hn W. Russell

EdMangement Planning Specialist

• See ERRATA sheet on following page.
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ERRATA

June 25, 1984

Drafts were mailed to several individuals on June 22, 1984. As a result of

this and various phone calls over the weekend, there were 5 minor changes made
to these comments and these are marked with an * in this final set of

comments. Due to the short time remaining to get our comments in, those
individuals who received those drafts may or may not have made pen or pencil

changes to those comments they submit, thus the reviewers may note some small
but insignificant differences if compared with this final.

ERRATA #1. "Oil and Gas Journal." The source of this was actually the New

Mexico School of Hines Resource map. Page 7.

ERRATA #2. The List of acreages for the proposbd expansion of MBR have been
changed to more accurately reflect those shown in the DEIS, even

though the map on page 17 does not appear to be the same as other

maps in the DEIS. The total for Bureau of Land Management

ownership is given as 47.9, thus making a fraction that is Less

then 1% for federal Lands. Rounding differences cause the total

to exceeed 1.00 or 100%. Page 8.

ERRATA #3. "Paved" should be "Miles". Page 9.

ERRATA 94. Indirect Loss or the example for an economic multiplier factor of

7 was off I decimal, and now reads "about $6,ODO,OD0". Page I0.

ERRATA #5. The royalties interest was based on the Letter from the State of
New Mexico Commissioner of Pulic Lands. The reference "[DEIS

ref. D-40)" was added to make it more clear where this figure

came from.

John W. Russell
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II. POSITION STATEMENT OF MBR LANDOWNERS AND OPERATORS,

AND MINERALS RIGHTS OWNERS

June 25, 1984

1. We assert that the United States Air Force has not properly followed

the LegaLly mandated environmental impact assessment process as prescribed by

the National Environmental Policy Act(NEPA) and as required under 40 CFR Parts

1500-1508 in assessing the impacts of the proposed expansion of the Melrose

Bombing Range upon the quality of the human environment.

2. We further assort that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

prepared as a disclosure document of that assessment ist in fact, entirety

inadequate, since it fails to fully disclose the full and complete effects and

impacts as a basis for the public and the decisionmakers to make a clear choice
between alternatives.

3. We also assert that the decision to expand the Melrose Bombing Range

was made prior to filing the Draft EnvironmentaL Impact Statementt and that the

DEIS is an attempt to justify that decision.

4. We assert that an objective interdisciplinary assessment and

comparison of the choices and a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement will

be necessary to comply adequately with NEPA end 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, and we

request that the Air Force do the assessment over and prepare a new draft, with

affirmative public participation, and in good faith &eat the spirit and intent. of NEPA.

5. We have presented deficiencies in procedure, comparisons of only one

feasible alternative, and raised specific questions about environmentat

economic, and social issues and possible impacts, and we request that these and

others similarly related to the proposed action, be adequately addressed and

responded to in a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

6. We request that the Air Force fully consider the options and then

close the present Metrove Bombing Range and move it to an area more suitable to

meeting the mission of Cannon Air Force Base. The increased training

requirements have exceeded the ability of the present Range to meet them, and

we request the Air Force to face this fact squarely and honestly by taking

positive action to close the Melrose Bombing Range or use the existing area in

conjunction with en area more suited to increased training requirements.

We are totally opposed to expansion of the Melrosa Bombing Range, although we

endorse and approve of the mission of the United States Air Force and recognize

the need for adequate military training to fulfill that mission.

Endorsed end Supported By:

/- - - - - - - -- - - - -
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III. GENERAL COMMENTS

After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) it is the

judgment of the Land owners and operators, and the mineral rights owners

(Owners and Operators) affected by the proposed expansion of the Melrose

Bombing Ranga, that the DEIS is inadequate. It is also their judgment that the

United States Air Force has failed to comply with the procedures end failed to

achieve the goals esteblished by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA),

including 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, which implement tha Act, ard also failed to

meet AF REGULATION 19-2, issued by the Air Force August 10, 1982.

Actions and statements by the United States Air Force indicate that

expansion of the present bombing range was already decided, rather then arising

from an objective evaluation of the effects on the quality of the hnmen

environment and the assessment or consideration of public comments. The DEIS

is deficient in numerous sections, including the presentation, analyses, and

comparison of alternatives and the discussion of environmental impacts.

The Owner; and Operators subscribe to the purpose and goals of NEPA, and to

the procedures in 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508 promulgated by the Council on

Environmental Quality. They call upon the United States Air Force to revise

and reconsider its proposal to expand the present Melrose Bombing Range, and to

follow the NEPA process. They also call upon the Air Force to rewrite the DEIS

in an effort to adequately and objectively consider the needs of, and impacts

on, both the militarl objectives and the quality of the Local human

environment, including the socio-economic and environmental values affoctod and

mitigation measures needed.

A. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

1. Section 1502.2 (f) of 40 CFR 1500-1508 requires that "agencies

shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives before

moking a final decision". Sac. 1506.1 states "(a) Until en agency issues a

record of decision . . ., no action shell be taken which wsuld: (1) Have an

adverse environmental impact; OR (2) Limit the choice of reasonable

alto r natives "

In n Letter to Senator Sam Nunn dated September 26, 1980, Colonel John G.

Schroeder, USAF Office of Legislative Liason, wrote "No further action to

Implement tais proposal wilt be initiated until the EIAP is completed."(See

APPENDIX A).

A letter from Representative Joe Skeen date February 17, 1983, provides

information from "officials at Cannon Air Force Bass" that says "efforts were

made to include expansion proposets for the F. Y. '85 budget but were

subsequently dropped. Currant plans call for the purchase of approximately

5u 1 u6 atruo uT Land a. part uF Lhu F. 7. "0 * udgct r uuu0L.L{rr E u.X a!.

Such a budget request is a commitment of resources to a specific action that

limits the choice of reasonable alternatives.

I
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About noon, June 6th, 1984, the day of the public meeting at FLoyd, New Mexico,

the Floyd School Board was notified that the Air Force was going to conduct a

real estate acquisition program to explain how the Air Force intended to

acquire Land for expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. This changed the
original agenda of the publicly published notice which was to receive public

comments on the DEIS.

The meeting woo started by the Air Force moderator with the stated intent to

first discuss real estate acquisition. Comments on the DEIS were to come Later
that night, however, saveral individuals challenged this change as being in

violation of the intbnt of NEPA end the DEIS tes finally addressed first.

The Air Force did continue discussion of Land acquisition with various

Landowners affected by the expansion there that night, thus committing time and
effort to the proposed action alternative in the DEIS, in violation of the

cited regulations and contrary to Colonel Schroeder's Letter.

2. Section 1502.2 (g) "Environmental impact statements shell serve as the

means of assessing the environmental impact of propsead agency

actions, rather than justifying decisions already made."

In addition to the examples above that indicate a decision was made qlite some
time ago, the JuLy 7, 1980 Clovis News-JournaL guoted Senator Domenici, who had

"received detailed information from the military, as saying: "The military will
be reporting to me the exact names of the Landowners, what the owners think

about the proposal and how they will be compenseted."(APPENDIX C). It appears

that compensation to Landowners was a foregone conclusion and the decision

aLready made to expand the present area through acquisition of private Land.

3. Section 1502.6 "Environmental impact statements sheLL be prepared

using an inter-disciplinary aproach which will insure the integrated
use of the natur&l and social sciences and the environmental design

arts(section 102(2)(A) of the Act). The disciplines of the preparers

shaLL be appropriate to the scope and issues identified in the scoping

process(Sac. 1501.7)."

Section 1502.17 "The environmental impact statement shaLL list the

names, together with their qualifications (expertise, experience,
professional disciplines), of the persons who were primarily

responsible for preparing the envrionmentaL impact statement or

significant background papers, including basic components of the

statement(Sections 1502.6 and 1502.8). Where possible the persons who

are responsible for a particular analysis, including analyses in

background papers, shell be identified."

On page 37 of the DEIS there is Listed an ova-aLL preperer, Mr. Shottono and 9

other developers of information. These Latter nevelopers crvar only

Operational Information, Legal Information, air and noise pollution, water

resource, soils, and real estate. There is no information given about their
expertise, experience, or professional disciplines that would qualify them.
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The scope of isnues is not presented in the summery of the DEIS as required by

Section 1502.12, therefore the total interdisciplinary needs era not clear in

the DEIS. However, ba:od on the issues and environmental impacts scattered

throughout the document, additional expertise and analyses is needed by an

interdisciplinary team for at Least the following disciplines: archeology or

cultural resources, wiLdlife, especially threatened and endangered species suchi

!as Southern Bald (Golden) Eagle, geology, petroteum engineering, ecology, range

!or grazing science, economics and/or social science.

4. Section 1500.5: "Agencies shall reduce delay by: . . .(d) Using the

scoping process for an early identification of what are and what are

not the real issues(Sec. 1501.7). (a) Establishing appropriate time

Limits for the environmental impact statement process (Sections

1501.7(b)(2) and 1501.8). (f) Preparing environmental impact

statements early in the process(Sec. 1502.5)."

Section 1501.7 (a)(7): "Indicate the rfationship between the timing

of the preparation of the environmental analysis and the agency's

tentative planning and decisionmaking process."

Section 1501.8: ". . *Federal agencies are encouraged to set time

limits appropriate to individual actions. o

Examples of timing involved in the decisionuaking process end the environmental

assessment procedures:

1971 - Assignment of F-111D aircraft to Cannon Air Force Base(Page 1, DEIS)

1977, December 14 - Data of a letter in the DEIS from USDI Fish and

WiLdlife re threatened and endangered around CAFB, NBR, and the recreation

area at Lake Conches.

1980, June 9 - The notice of intent published in the Federal Registe

giving three alternatives to expansion, i. a., (1) status quo: (2) clohe

present MBR and acquire other Land; and (3) close MBR and conduct training

on other military service ranges.

1980, June 24 - A public scoping meeting held at 7:30 pm at MaLrose, NM.

The transcript of that meeting shows that Mr. Shotton stated that a Final

environmental impact statement (not a Draft, a FINAL) would be published hy

January of 1982.

1980, September 26 - Colonel Schroeder's Letter to Senator Nunn gives a

target date of January 19a1 to finish the DEIS(APPENDIX A).

1981, March 20 - Colonel Hausmann wrote a latter giving a target date for

completion of the DEIS in Spring 1981(APPENDIX D).

an Air Force discussion states "completion of full scale EIS . . .will

consider all impLlications . . .tand) is expected in the felt of 1981."

(Note: it also states: "The expansion cannot occur without Congressional

approvaL.")(APPENDIX E). 3
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1984, Friday, March 16 - The Notice of AvaiLability of EIS No. 840100,

Draft, VAF, N. 4., NBR expansion was published in the Federal Register, Vat

49, No. 53, page 9956(APPENDIX Fj.

1964, April 30 - end of original comment period.

1984, April 10 - Letter to Honorable Varna Orr, Secretary of the Air Force,

signed by Senators Domenici and Bingaman, end by Representative Skeen,

requesting an extension of at Least 90 days. Most requests from those

affected were for 120 days(APPENDIX G).

1984, ApriL 24 - Letter from Colonel Barbara, Office of LegisLative

Liaison, USAF, to Representative Skeen, rescheduling the public hearing on

the DEIS from April 28, 1984 to the first week in June, and extending the
public comment period from "May 15(sic), 1984 to June 30, 1984"(APPENDIX

H).

1984, April 27 - News Release by CAFB, USAF, "Air Force officials announced

here today that the Air Force wiLl hold a public hearing to solicit comment

on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement concerning the expansion of the

Melrose Bombing Range. The hearing is scheduled for June 6, at 7 p.m.. in
the Floyd High School auditorium, Floyd, N.M. . . .The public review and

comment period has been extended to June 30,. . ."[APPENDIX I).

1984, June 6 - Public hearing at Floyd with attempted Late revision of the

agenda and introduction of discussion on "real estate acquisition".

Thirteen years after F-111D aircraft were assigned to CAFB, six years after a

letter from USDI-F&WL on threatened and endangered species, and four years
after the notice of intent, the DEIS was fiLed. Target dates for coMpletion of

the DEIS varied by a year, but were stated at various times by the Air Force to
be no Later than the fall of 198i.

1, IRegardLess of the reasons for delay, it does not meet the intent of NEPA.

Neither has it been pleasant for those directly affected, since they have been
unable to plan for their personal economic future and operation of farms and

ranches, or oil and gas deveLopNe.nt. This issue of those affected being Left
with indecision by the Air Force on expansion was raised at the scoping meeting

June 24, 1980, and one of the Air Force moderators promised it would be
considered(page 20, transcript of that meeting). The Congress of the United

States needs to end this prolonged harassment, mental anquish, and economic

Loss of the property owners by passing Legislation that will prohibit further

expansion of MBR by the military indefinitely.

5. Section 1502.14 The alternatives "section is the heart of the
environmental impact statement. . .it should present the environmental

impacts of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus

sharply defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice

among options by the decisionmeker end the public."

There are two feasible courses of action and two courses of action considered
but found infeasible described on page 2 of the DEIS. These four alternatives
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were given in the notice of intent published in the Federal Register on June 9,

1980. The feasible alternatives given are to Leave HBR as is or to expand the

present area. Those rejected as infeasible werep of course: (1) Close MBR and

build a new range elsewhere; and (2) Train at other ranges.

There is no comparison of the environmental or economic effects or impacts that

provides a clear basis for the the docisionmakor or the public to make a choice

between these four alternatives. A brief description is given about why the

Air Force rejected those it rejected, and these are based only on criteria

derived from factors referenced as being outlined in AFR 50-46, Chapter 2. The

comparative environmental or economic differences between alternatives are not
analyzed or presented at all. There is no clear basis for choice in the HBR

DEIS.

6. Section 1502.14 "(a) Rigorously explore end objectively evaluate aLl

reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were eliminated
from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been

eliminated. . .(b) Devote substantial treatment to each alternative
considered in detail including the proposed action so that reviewers

may evaluate their comparative merits. . .(c) Include reasonable

alternatives not within the Jurisdiction of the Lead agency."

AF REGULATION 19-2 8. f. "ReasonabLe alternatives and the no action
alternative are explained in (1) and (2) below: (1) "PeasonabLa"

alternatives are methods for meeting the underlying purpose and need

that would cause reasonable minds to inquire further before choosing e

coarse of action. Alternatives to be considered in an EIS are not

Limited to methods that are directly within the power of the Air Force
to implement. They may involve caLling on another government agency

or military service to assist in the project or even to become the

Lead agency for another method of fulfilling the need. Alternatives

raised in scopinp or suggested by others end combinations of

alternatives should be fairly considered, along with the proponent's

and EPF's suggestions. o .Alternatives may be expressly eliminated

from detailed analysis, based on reasonable standards, (for example,

operational, technical, or environmental standards suitable to a

particular project). Selection standards should be in writing by the
proponent to make more concrete what wiLL be considered a "reasonable

alternative" for a particular project, but they must not be so
narrowly drawn as to unnecessariLy Limit consideration to the proposal

initially favored by proponents."

Under the alternative of closing HBR and building a new range elsewhere, there

were three general areas and three specific areas considered and evaluated

against criteria or standards of(paraphrased): (a) mostly public Land, "Areas

composed predominantly of privately owned Land were not considered." (b)
Availability of restricted air space 25 X 25 nautical miles in size; and (c)

Location close enough to CAFB to allow present usage to remain the same, or a

maximum of 250 nautical miles.

lJ No criteria or standards were given for evaluating end comparing effects on the .

Iquality of the human environment, although (a) implies it. The selection

5
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standards given are in conflict with AF 82-2 since they are so narrowly drawn G
that they do Limit consideration to %he proposal initially favored by the 14)

proponents. They are so narrowly drawn that, in fact, criteria (a) eliminates
the present bombing range or an expansion of it, because the area is

predominantly private Landl

As will be shown in more detail Later, there are reasonable alternatives that

should have been "rigorously explored and objectively evaluated" that were not,
even though the Air Force identified some of them in the DEIS. It is quite

clear that a reasonable range of alternatives was not considered and on this
basis alone, a new and revised draft environmental impact statement wiLl be

needed to meet NEPA. A reasonable or adequate range would include at Least the
comparison of environmental and economic effects for various alternative

bombing sites, including alternatives that would provide expanded training

capability with minimum cost and impact.

The only reason, for example, given for the LON-MESA site being infeasible is a

strong objection from the Federal Aviation Admistration, June 24, 1981. The

environmental and economic impacts of this alternative compared to those some
impacts for expansion of the present area were not described, evaluated, or
compared. There is no way of determining from the DEIS whether the economic or

environmental impacts or Losses of expansion of the present site offset the

effort or costs needed to realign the air route. Such comparisons were simply

not made or presented in the DEIS. Had they been, it is probable that
additional reasonable alternatives to expansion would have been shown.

7. Section 1500.2 (d) "Encourage end facilitate public involvement in

decisons which affect the quality of the human environment."

Section 1500.1 (b) "NEPA procedures must insure that environmental

information is avaiLable to public officials end citizens before

decisions are made and actions are take,."

Section 1503.1 (a)f4) "Request comments from the public, affirmatively

soliciting comments from those persons or organizations who may be
interested or affected."

Section 1506.6 "Agencies shaLL: (a) Hake diligent efforts to involve

the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures."

A dozen or more people received a DEIS that was undated, did not state the
cutoff date for receiving comments by the Air Force, nor did they provide the

person or address to send comments to.

At Least one individual was assured in a September 26, 1880 Letter that he

would receive a copy of the DEIS when issued. He received it recently only

after calling the Secretary of Defense in Washingtono DC, and the calling CAFB.

He than received an undated DEIS with no comment date and no address to comment

to.

One mineral rights owner received a DEIS after the original 45 day comment

period, without being notified of the 60 day extension.
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ihe Air Force has clearly not been diligent in its efforts to involve the

public and to affirmatively solicit comments from those interested and

affected. They have not been soaking or soliciting input or they would have

insured that those who called or asked for information on the DEIS would have

been informed of when, where, and to whom to submit comments.

B. ALTERNATIVES

Three alternatives to expansion were considered and rejected in the DEIS, i.e.,

(1) Continue in present status; (2) Close HBR and build a range elsewhere;

and (3) Train at other ranges. Although training at four other ranges now

I occurs 5% of the time, no real consideration was given to keeping MBR at its

Spresent size and expanding training capability on a new range site.

The Air Force presented a vary feasible alternative to expansion of MBR, but

rejected it when the FAA informed them that it was in conflict with commercial

airways between Rowell and Albuquerque(See APPENDIX J for the map of alternate

sites from the DEIS). The LON-MESA site or variations of it meet the

. operational criteria exptremeLy well, and are, in fact, superior to the present

site in many respects, as shown by the following discussions and comparisons

rotative to the published criteria.

1. Attributes of LON-MESA relative to the published criteria.

a. Suitability of LON-MESA for a bombing range(publicly owned Land).

The LON-MESA alternate site Lucated south of Vaughn is a few miles north of the

site first suggested by the Air Force in 1981, according to the description in

the DEIS(See APPENDIX K). The site suggested than was evidently selected

because of its high proportion of Federal ownership, about 75%. Unfortunately

it would have blocked the airspace between the Military Operating Areas (MOA)

controlled by Cannon Air Force Base and Kirtland Air Force Base at

Albuquerque. The relocation of the Melrose Bombing Range to that site was

judged to be unsuitable by the FAA. The realignment of that airspace was not

considered.

The LON-MESA alternate site, about 12 miles north (APPENDIX K), is about 40%

federal ownership; it is about 10% state owned, and the remainder is privately

owned grassland. There is virtually no development in the area. A 10 mile by

10 mile square area can be located with an edge parallel to US 285 without

including any dwellings. There is Little or no oil or gas potential, according

to a New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Minerals Resources map of 1974.0 The oil

and gas potential area taken from that map and transferred to the enclosed map

stops at the Paces valley, thus does not show up in APPENDIX K. Because the

current owner/lessor is in a position to continue Leasing the range not taken

by the actual impact area, the economic impact of a range in this Location is

minimal. The impact would be far Less negative than the expansion of the MBR

:near Floyd. For these reasons, the acquisition would be much Less costly then

1would expansion of the present MBR.

• Errata
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b. Sufficient clear airspace.

. iOn the map marked APPENDIX L, THE 25 mile by 25 mite restricted air space

needed by the Cannon A:r Force Base Bombing Range is depicted in terms of radii

perpendicular to the nearest air Lanes, taken from the current World Airways
'Chart and plotted on this topogrephi~aL map of the Fort Sumner/Vaughn area with

,other pertinent information. The cLear availability of sufficient air spacer

ScoupLed with the increased safety of the omnidirectional approaches to the

i. iproposed "LON-MESA ALTERNATE" sita answer the objection3 of the FAA and offer -7

'a clearly superior training site for development by the Tactical Air Wing.
!This site interferes with no airlanes, and has omnidirectionaL approaches and

flat terraint as required according to the published criteria. The western

boundary of the Pecos West and Paces South MOA is also shown for clarity. The

Melrose Bombing Range is currently Located on the eastern edge of the Paces

West MOA; airspace controlled by Cannon Air Force Base.

c. Proximity to Cannon Air Force Base.

The LON-NESA ALTERNATE plotted on the topographical map (APPENDIX L) is Located

just B7 miles from Cannon Air Force Base. According to the published criteria,

this is well within the 250 nautical mile satisfactory radius for the training

mission. While slightly Lass convenient for range personnel than the Melrose

site, the advantages of unlimited approach corridors and alleviation ol the

safety problems posid by populated areas coupled with the far Lower cost of
acquisition appear to make LON-MESA ALTERNATE attractive as an enhanced weapons

training range. In addition, there is additional area available for expansion

of the range when it becomes necessary for training with the increasingly

sophisticated weapons needed for defense. Similarly, the sophisticated means

of transport available to the Air Force should make the matter of moving a few

range personnel to their place of work a relatively simple and efficient

matter,

2. Comparison of LON-MESA ALTERNATE to NBR and expansion.

a. Highest possible content of Federal/State owned land.

LON-MESA LON-MESA ALT. MELMOSE BR

FRACTION:
Federal 0.75 0.40 0.001*

State O.eO 0.10 0.284*
Private 0.05 0.50 0.716*

b. Suitable and sufficient airspace for safe, maneuverable training.

Airspace restrictions: LON-MESA MEI.ROSE
Civil Air Lanes Homes and towns

FAA Letter: ("unsafe to maneuver
("Out of question to avoid..."

to relocate")

Omnidirectional approach Aoornanh frc= "ortih

or South only

*Errata
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C. Location no greater than 250 nautical miles from CAF8

LON-MESA MELROSE

83 flu 20 nm

RESOURCE IMPACT DIFFERENCES

LON-MESA M4ELROSE

oil/gas potential None identified High

productive Land conversion

Farm/Grazing grazing of impact grazini of additional

area [22,0OOA acres) area (15249 acres)

Irrigated Farmland no farming impact farming 4480 irr. acres

improvements Lost LON-MESA MELROSE
Farmsteads None identified 8 families moved
Gas Lines -0- 14 miles
Telephona Lines -0- 17 miles
Electric Lines -0- 40 miles
Irrigation wells -0- 24
Stock wells None identified 22

Miles road* 15 mi. US 285 42

possibly affected

oil and gas rights Little prospect; Lease investment
not evaluated in Lost - royalties
DEIS interest Lost or

indefinite

ECONOMIC IMPACTS DIFFERENCES

estimated cost to Federal GVT. 8250-400 Thousand $20-$40 Mil lion
of acquisition

estimated economic benefits Lost
from agriculture alone

Diract Loss
Somea impact on the Haavy impact on sevaral

one economic ranch economic ranch operations.
cpe'etinn (i.e., removing a portion

may maka it uneconomici

9
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LON-MESA MELROSE

DoLLars from sale $100-150,000 gross $75-100,000 gross
of agriculture from grazing p.o. from grazing per annum

products outside

CLovis/Portates area $0.00 per annum $750-800,000 gross per

(i.e., $ brought in) from Irr. farming annum from irr. farming

Lost by alternative

Indirect Loss

Economic multiplier

effects of new doLtars $0.00 $1,000,000-$1,200,000

on CLovis/PortaLes/ (depending on multiplier
FLoyd/Melrose communities factor. A multiplier of

7 for example, would be

about $6,000,000*

oil/gas rights LON-MESA MELROSE

Annual lease $0.00 $50-200,000 per annum?

Royalties interest $0.00 $40,000,000-$50,000,000

jor no potential (DEIS ref. D-40)*

known)

(multipLier needs to be

calculated.)

C. ENVIRONMENTAL AND OTHER IMPACTS

A number of issues about the effects or impacts of the proposed expansion have
never been adequately researched or investigated during the Environmental

Impact Analysis Process by the Air Force. Some of these unanswered questions
may neeo to be addressed by "worst case analysis" under 40 CFR Sac. 1502.22

Incomplete or Unavailable Information., pars, (b). An example of such
uncertainty is given on page i of the DEIS: "Continue in the present

status.....However, Long term socio-economic impacts are unpredictable."
Another exampLu is on page 32 of the DEIS: "However, tho proposed expansion

area has a high probability of containing significant archeological eites."

1. Soil erosion and impacts on adjacent Lends were an issue at the

original scoping meeting in Melrose, June 24, 1980(page 11 of transcript): "On
this farm Land, once before we had this tumbleweed problem out there...The

weeds blew over and tore down their fences and .... if this is allowed to blow
the neighbors for 25 miles would be on the Air Force's beck to repair their

property...the fire trails that you've cut so far have been in pretty tight
soil; there's no big send hills but where you're going with this new one there

is quite a few deep sand. Are you going to put caLiche on it, just plow it

up' If you do there'll be about 5 miles on the north and east side that wilt

be just blowed away and covered up."

*Errata
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The response was: "This is precisely the type of help we're Looking for .... so

we will know what the concerns or potential impacts are end what we need to do

if there are unavoidable impacts to mitigate or to Lessen those impacts. Any

design for operation of the range, of course, wilL be discussed and analyzed

and (in) the environmental review documentation."

The DEIS says on pages 31-33: "....new target arrays are included in the

proposal. This involves the destruction of vegetation and softening of the

soil in the immediate vicinity of each target to minimize the possibility of

ordnance ricochet...Areas maintained devoid of vegetation would be subject to

wind and water erosion. However, experience on the present range indicates

erosion problems would be minimal. Soil disturbance surrounding any particular

target is likely to decrease due to the establishment of additional targets

within an expanded impact area." It also says that "New firebreaks and targets

maintained devoid of vegetation would total less than 10 acres.

Isn't it true, however, that these new target areas and firebreaks would be
1j, outside the present area, even though within the expanded impact area, and will

jbe in sandier soils than those experienced on the present range? The issue

raised at the scoping meeting about the difference, i. e.,"quite a few deep

sand(hills] ... where you're going with this one" has not been addressed at all.
Isn't it true that even with some continous mitigation measures, sandy areas

devoid of vegetation tend to "unravel" larger end larger areas, covering

adjacent veg3tation, killing it, blowing out, end continuing the process? YES.

2. There are certain cases where environmental, social, and economic
impacts are inseparably tied together and the proposed expansion is a case in

point. On page 6 of the original scoping meeting transcript: "The next

question was, suppose you cut a Little old place half in two or two-thirds of S
it and you get the water and the corrals and all of that and leave some of it.

Are you gcing to buy it all or leave part of it?"

If e range scientist, a rancher, or a grazing expert had baen on the
interdisciplinary team preparing the DEIS, that person would have instantly

grasped the significance of this question. The Air Force answer was focused on

severance damages or the government's obligntion to the owner to include

diminution of the value the owner kept. This incomplete answer and the DEIS

totally fail to address the question of an economic ranch operation or unit.

Over the years, the natural forces of market, grazing capacity, and ranch and
range management tend to weed out those operations that cannot make it

economically in any given area. There is a minimum size of ranch operation

that will survive over time.

4-' As many ranchers have found to their sorrow, selling off part of their real

estate eventually puts them out of business. Before they face that reality,
however, there is usually a period when they strive for economic RtabiLity by

running more livestock on Less acres, and finally overgrazing the land. In

this area, there may be Long term environmental effects as a result, since it

takes a Long time to recover (A significant fact in the previous soil loss

issue also). Although the questioner was raising a very relevant and
significant issue, it was not addressed, nor even recognized because of the

lack of expertise involved. This is an environmental, social, and economic

impact that needs to be looked at with the proper expertise involved, Isn't it?
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3. "Based upon present information, we know of no resident federally

Listed endangered or threatened wildlife which could be found on Cannon AFB,

Melrose Bombing Range, or the recreation area at Lake Conches. This is also

true within a 50-mile radius of these areas .... Transient endangered wildlife

which could possibly be found...include: Southern Bald Eagle, Arctic Peregrine
falcon and American Peregrine Falcon. Whooping Cranes end Mexican Ducks could

occur as accidental strays....Presently no critical habitat for T & E species

is Located ..... " reference 91, DEIS.

"In summary, there is a distinct Lack of specific information on migratory bird

populations within and near the proposed site..."ref. #23 DEIS.

Also sea RESPONSES OF WILDLIFE AND FARM ANIMALS TO LOW LEVEL MILITARY JET

OVERFLIGHT, APPENDIX E# DEIS, by Lewis R. Shotton. (IncidentaLly, midair
collision is a greater danger to those eagles than noise, is it not?).

See also reference #21, which points out the on going antelope fence study at

the (original) LON-MESA site and the possibility of T & E species of Baird's

Sparrow end black footed ferret. The golden eagle nesting sight is confirmed#

1/2 mile east of the proposed expansion boundary.

Also reference #18, a Letter from USD1, Fish and Wildlife Servicet says "The
information provided .... does not constitute a formal Listing of species nor a

formal Section 7 consultation as provided by the Endangered Species Act of

1973, and does not relieve your agency of the responsibiLity to comply with the

inter-agency Cooperation ReguLations(January 4, 1978; 43 fr 870B78). It is the

agencys responsibility to determine whether a proposed action will or may

affect Federally Listed threatened or endangered species OR THEIR HABITAT

* (emphasis added)."

This admonition was originally given in a similar Letter from the same source

in reference #10, July 8, 1980. This Letter also states "A comprehensive
ongoing Environmentbl Monitoring and Management Program based upon an ecosystem

approach should be instituted to QUANTIFY impacts occurring upon the biotic
resources, to monitor these impacts, to determine appropriate mitigative

measures, and to locate and protect endangered epecies..."atc.ttc.

Page 31, DEIS, states that "based on (the information in the DEIS summarized

above) there will be no effect on federally Listed threatened or endangered

J species or their habitat." Isn't it true that no field studies exist, that the

_J Air Force shows no real evidence of having complied with the responsibilities

of the Endangered Species Act required of all federal agencies ?

lIs it not true that there are at Least 17 species of reptiles and 24 mammals

species found in the area year round but not mentioned in the DEIS? That a

recent publication by Hubbard & Schmidt (BLM) states that the Blackfooted

C Ferret has been found in this area in past years? No estimates of population

or population trends for any species are provided in the DEIS.(Statement by
Herman James, Research Associate, Eastern New Mexico University) Isn't it

really true that without a qualified wiLdLife biologist involved in assanninn
tha 4pct . . cfths- propubud action on the wildlife in the proposed expansion

area there can be no adequate environmental impact study or assessment?
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4. "ALthough this portion of the state has not been intensely explored in

archaeological terms, artifacts from all groups hove been encountered within a

100 mite radius .... A professional archaeological survey of the EXISTING

(emphasis added) Melrose Bombing Range was completed in 1981. Twenty cultural

sites were identified in the 10% area survey."(pege 23, DEIS). Page 32, DEIS:

"The are no historical or architecturally(1?) significant structures on the

"fexistin or PROPOSED (emphasis added) range." Isn't it true that the Air Forcei C

lhuc no real basis for the latter statement? No survey has been made there.

Also on page 32 is the statement "....the proposed expansion area has a high

probehility of containing significant archaeological sites." Appendix 0-19 of

the DEIS ited on page 33 appears inappropriate, but D-36, ref #13 is a letter

from Jim Bieg, State (NM) Historic Preservation Planner, that approves of the -
3

10% survey for the EXISTING Range. We can find no other evidence in tho DEIS

that the SHPO is involved or "developed an aggressive program", but conversely

Hr. Bieg says "this office is currently consulting with the Denver

office ..... for guidance in this matter."

Isn't it true that before any Federal action takes place that may destroy a

site that might qualify under the National Historic Preservation Act, that it

must be evaluated for possible eligibility with the National Register and

approved by the State Historic Preservation Office? How can this be determined

if no archeological survey is made of the proposed expansion area?

(r Isn't it highly probable that a misplaced bomb or equipment preparing C'J

P firebreaks wilL destroy a significan archeological site? Is it not true that tf

whether you intend for it to be or not, a random bomb striking a

non-inventoried archeological site without concurrence of that action by the

State Historic Preservation Office is a violation of the National Historic

Preservation Act by the Air Force?

I' What about the old Benson cometary and the probability of destroying graves in

the same manner? Will the Air Force relocate these graves to entirety i

eliminate such a possibility? Since there are graves of soldiers from World

War I, World War II, and the Korean conflict that were buried here, does the

Benson cemetery qualify under the National Historic Preservation Act? Of

course it does.

Is it not true that the area west of Floyd where the Bombing Range is, was a

sacred region to the Nescatero Apache, prior to being driven out by the

Comanche? That there are pictographs west of Floyd, some depicting Apache

Mountain Spirits, others that are likely Spanish pictographs, such as a

stylized castle with towers and battlements? That there are Indian campsites, LB

hearthstones, mortars, potsherds, and projectile points, still to be

scientifically investigated, including probable Clovis culture sites?

Is it not true that the Old Military Road and the Comanche Trail that were in

use during pioneer days, passed through the Bombing Range? Various cattle

drives, including those on the Goodnight-Loving Cattle Trail, ran through the

area west of Floyd end along the Pecos Hiver(From a lu tut by HuiaIy R. "ahe,

Professor Emeritus, Eastern New Mexico University).

13
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5. By expanding the area end providing training pilots with a Larger a;uel
for freedom of fLight, isn't it true that the Air Force is actually increasing w. i the risk to those Living near the boundary? In 1982, several 800 pound bombs
wore dropped 6 or 7 miLes north of the present Bombing Range, 2 & 1/2 mites
north of the Santa Fe Railroad and Highway 60. Other incidents similar., have
occurred over the yeers(e. g., Alva J. Parker). If one of these goes through
the cottage at Hart Youth Ranch with from 10 to 24 children in it, it will be
too late to say it was a mistake; to Late to say it was a mechanical failure;
wiLl it not?{Based on a Letter by Michael H. KuLL, Executive Director, New
Hexico Boys Ranch and GirLs Ranch).

What manner of safety hazards wiLL construction of the new 345 KV Line Just U
north of the Bombing Range create for pilots in training?

6. The Floyd community has had a strong sense of identity and autonomy
ever since its settlement by farmers and smaLL holding ranchers, when it was
carved out of open range Land around the turn of the century. The FLoyd School
District also has some claims to historical importance. At one time it was
geographically the Largest consolidated school district in the United States.
Just prior to World War I, an early settler (John Russell) on a claim near
Floyd who was teaching school at one of the 100 or so one room schools in
Roosevelt County, began the move to consolidate these and transport chiLdren to
a centraL Location for a superior education. A suit filed on the basis that it
was iLlegaL to use tax funds to transport pupils was decided August 9, 1919, in
favor of the defendants. Many educators feeL this Landmark decision was the
beginning of consolidation of schools in the entire United States.

The people of FLoyd are intensely patriotic and supportive of the military. A
significant number of young men from RooseveLt county were in the NM National
Guard 200th Coast ArtiLlery that was the rear guard on Batean and in the
infamous Death March in World War II. Veteran organizations are strong in the
county. On the other hand, these people are also intensely patriotic about
their state, Eastern New Mexico area, and their community. They are keenly
aware that Loss of a school is o Loss of community identity and pride, and that
other communities have been closed when enroLlment declined and in some cases,
just a small decLine was alL that was needed for closure. Expansion of the
Bombing Range threatens the school and perhaps even, the Hart Youth Ranch(Hohn).

"Department of Defense faciLities do not make payments "in Lieu of"
teas .... the tax revenue loss would be unmitigated. State action to redefine
school districts is one method to assist the Floyd School District, but this

would simply spread the revenue Loss equally among districts.mfpage 12, DEIS).

What will happen to the FLoyd school as a result of Loss of tax revenue, end a
Loss of present end future bonding capacity as asked by Mr. Wendell Best at the
Scoping meeting June 24, 1980? Isn't it true that it will eventually if not
sooner bring closure of the schooL, loss of community identity end pride? Will
closure of the school then also require young chiLdren to be bussed Long
distances from their homes to surrounding school districts as asked durtng the

-c-P,.n ...... i.n 1380? Tu luuvo home at 6 am and get nome afetr b pm? To
not even see their home during daylight hours? Just exactly how does the Air
Force propose to mitigate or compensate the people of the FLoyd community for
these cultural, social, and economic tosses?

* 14



7. "The Air Force normally obtains surface and subsurface mineral rights

with any Land purchase. This is the intent with respect to the proposed

expansion of Melrose Range. The majority of mineral Leasing would be on a

no-surface-disturbance basis."(page 29, DEIS). This end a discussion in the

transcript of the original scoping meeting and other correspondence indicate a

basic Lack of understanding and research into the entire minerat rights and/or

oil and gas Leasing and development question. The omission of any of the names

,of owners of mineral rights in :he DEIS is additional evidence of this Lock of

understanding. There are a Large number of people who do not have any surface

ownership, but who have subsurface rights and they are just as valid as private

property as are surface rights. The Air Force has obviously not even
considered fair end just compensation to the owners of those mineral rights.
It is not indicated in the DEIS, is it? WiLL they? How? When?

The denial of exploration has hindered exploration and development of adjacent

Lands already, isn't this so? There is a Letter of denial on record, when the

Air Force denied Rogers Exploration, Inc., entry into the Bombing Range during

September, 1981. Isn't it true that this will effectively eliminate this from -

any exploration in the expanded area and prohibit any mineral rights owner from

exercising his property rights?

8. The environmental, economic, and social impacts and previous

comparisons of alternatives fail to assess the Long term effects or even to
provide a perspective of the future. If the Malrose/Floyd Bombing Range is

expanded, more than 100 square miles of land and resources will be effectively

taken out of production and no longer be a part of the stable economic base of t-.

Roosevelt and Curry Counties. This will encourage later continued expansion of

the bombing range as projected in APPENDIX M. It is entirely possible that the

bulk of the agricultural economic base will be replaced by a military economy 0
supported by the taxpayers of the United States through continued expansion.

The agricultural economy for Roosevelt County alone, based on the 1982 Census,
showed a gross annual income of $62,000,000.

If another area with less agricultural potential is used, Leaving the present

agricultural base to continue to expand end develop, then both the military and

agricultural economic bases can complement one another for a much greater

economic potential in Roosevelt and Curry Counties. Adding oil end gas

potential development to these, the future for the

Clovis/PortaLes/Melrose/Floyd community could be very bright indeed. With the

prospects of a trillion dollar deficit, isn't it grossly wrong to even consider

expanding the present Bombing Range, both now or in the future?

15
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- --WASHINftrC. OC. Z0330

o"VCK Of rC SCrN TAqV

6S SEP 1980.
Honorable Sam Nunn
Unilted States Senate
WasLinton, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nurm:

This is in response to your letter of August 13, 1980, in behalf of ,,Ir. Lovell
R. Greathouse concerning the proposed expansion of Melrose Air Force Ranig
New Mexica.

Meirose Air Force Range is located about 20 miles west of Cannon Air Force
Base which Is 10 miles west of CLovis, New Mexico. The range has been in
continuous u since 1952. Frcm 1952 until the late 1960s, the range consisted ot a
7,771 acres of leased property. In 1962, the Tactical Air Command established
requirments for real estate acquisitic.s to support tactical fighter training. The
existing 22,043-acre range was purciased during the period 1963-197. This
acquisition was based on the minimum requirements for tactical aircraft and
weapcrt used duting the 1960s. , _

The primary user of the range is the '27th TactIcal 4!ghter Wing, Carncn Air
Fcrca Base, whch uses F-111D aircraft. Other users from Idaho, New Mexlca',
Texas, and other states operate A-7, F-4, and F-105 aircrait at t'e range also.

The existlng range is fT--cdoally Inadequate for current and forecasted
tactical aircraft and weapers tr-ainin requirements. The Air Force mssic is ,

adversely affected by the IirnitatLis pla ca practice defielez of sbmTrited
nuclear and- coswentor-al ocdnea , ".e comple3ity and realism of tactical
maneuvers, and strafing restr!ctlons for aircraf equipped with guns larger than

_20ranm,

There have been a rwrber of acdcft aid Bmz mtcai ove tfe past 5zw year
assoda ted with Air Fm-ce traizfr pra±Icr at t!:e- Melrzse Air Force Rmzge. As -j
part of a criitrzLng effort.to eUhuraze- tifese occn-rences and protect prirate
property from damagt the Air Force i, 'I IM Z_ - -- t

_52000 acres. This expans on permit alrcrt to renin -witIn the cofru
oX Air Force controlled property while operating on tle rMn1 mplementatien fI
tfis proposal would ccct only after a thorough envlronmental anr~ysis.

Te have not yet finished the environmenta a.ssesment of the nr---
..plans: .. o t tha .cirose Air Force Range. The Environmental Impact Analysis

Process (EIAP) for this proposal was initiated on June 20, 1980, with a public
scoping meeting which was held in 'Melrose, New Mexico.

A4PPrAiot~V A
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E-ubrlic comment pertinent to the environmental analysis of the proposal was
solicited tfurugh the June 24 meethng a follow-up meeting with Federal and state
agencies on June 23 and throuh the Office of 111anagement and Evdget (OMB)
Circular A-95 process. Notification of the public scoping meeting was published In
the Fede Rera ister on June 9, 1980, and through local news media (Curry,
Rocsevelt, Chaves, and Quay ConLties)..

The target date for completicn of the environmental impact analysis is
Jantary i98 1. The Air Force will then eit.er publish a Draft Environmental Impacto--- N C
Statement (EIS), or file a Finding Of Nto Slni Icant Impact (FONSI). In either case,
docu-nenrration of the environmental analysis will become available for publicII review. At that time, we will t-e gad to provide Mr. Greathouse a co2 either of

the raf S of the eniodnna asesmn -;hch would5 suppor of

Wlth regard to the potential impact of this proposal weda rt expect that
ranch land anrd erer-.y resurces will be lo t bec3use r-f tt expaTheo AT-

-FOrce intends to make a grazing 5Z4- available on the newly purase6 land. The
only lands not available for grazing lease on the Melrose Range are those areas
immediately surrounding the ordnance impact points.

purdase. Thi3 would be the intent with respect to the expanicn o Meirose

Rar'e. However, this vculd rot preclude the su sequent leasing of surface and
subsurface rights, as Ing as such lease& were compatible with Air Force- opera-

frt the event that t s prcpcsa is uk.sequently authorized and f--ed bY the
Corgress&,_afStlcn accnrs would be tates Army Corps
of Ergir.'eer the Air Forces r-al estate agent. Whee people must he r-O M
relccxlm as3taerx= s ptravled by ±Ptc Law 91:-646, the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Land Acqtistic n Policies Act of 1970. Under this act, homeowners
and bainesses, includIng tenants on property to be acqulred, are relmb'rs&e-i for
exPpn Incurred in conr tlau with- rrlocatfon. More detailed information would

be prtvided by the Cm-:js .epcweia-dys-it that time.

Vne enw!i~ 3 LZK.c-df 1"~e5KM being =x-uted !n accrtxance witft lme
Mda EnvfrctvrenW Policy Act and. he Council on Environmental (ualtY

resulatomorns rqc- d c-=.cn of alterratlve* to the proposed actIron..
Aternatives which will be arsd nthe environmental1 assessernent InclUde the

c.tnuduse of the preseit r'-= t no action to add land to the preSent
facility ' ostn ...elrose Ranre a-d conducting._rainng en other existing Air Force

ra n4Fo sini Melrose Range, but acturing a new ran e convenI-itto Cannon
Air Force Base.

2
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No further actims to implemset thi p will be initiated until the ELAP13 completed-

7e appreciate yoro interest in thi3 matter and hope the inf'ormation providedis he/pfuL If w'e can be of futw a.mlstance, please do not hesitate to let us k~now-

Sincerely,

JOHN G. SCHRCEDER
Colonel, USAF
Chief, Program Liaison. Dvsiorvi . -

Oj.,ffiq of Legislative Liaisonj
Attachen nt

4- -2-!67- 5-3.
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*UTANNI I9SOLD FIem'N0oON New MLe-O 874010*DWIMS tA1" AUITARt JOE SKEEN (505) 327--433

2ND DOS -TiCT. NEW MrE XICO0

February 17, 1983

Mr. Jack Greathouse
Post Office Box 584
Portales, NM 88130

Dear Jack:

Thank you for contacting my Roswell district office to inquire
about the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

I contacted officials at Cannon Air Force Base who were able to
give me general information regarding the expansion plans. The
Air Force currently has no request submitted for the expansion
of the range in this year's budget. However, efforts were made
to include expansion proposals for the F.Y. '85 budget but
were subsequently dropped. Current plans call for the purchase
of approximately 50,000 acres of land as part of the F.Y. '86
budget request. =lxar~ntIy this oroiect has hppn made a number
one prio-ity in fl..ftire 013W; ")f L' -* in n Ai

Again, thank you for sharing your thoughts with me. Please do
not hesitate to contact me again on this or any other matter of
concern to you. With kindest regards, I am

ce re I y,

KEEN
Member of Congress

JS:jb
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1"By Alan Blanchar-d compensated, unreasonaible treatment orN%-s Editor "I have made it clear that extreme urgency 1Ae re going
'! Ican't say," was the reply we've waited a long lime and to treat thle people right andW

J ' of Sen Pete Domenici. R-NM. there's no justification for any (See SEATR hp 2)Itoday when asked if he is in
favor ofthe proposed expmns"on
of the Melrose bombing range, ~'~

"Iwillsay Urs. however It is *-

a very important military
in~ittllation. Based upon 

. e a o
present Air Force needs this e a o
fac %, is inadequate, the anal\ ie it car(full\ I Doiifi(
sen., r New Mexico senator'ai
said Mo Ing on to other topi,~ the

Domenici added that the senator hd the folloN ing
aseseto vpooe response,, to question

*expansion of the bombing *7Q - -%Vhat is the future of
range will determine whether Cannon AFB"
or not it could be done lDomenici -l" feel %~ er% tgoo

* else% here and if the damage to about Cannon AFB and
the people is justified liolloman AF13 K~rtland AFB

He ,aiJ that the landowners 4 has N~o aspects to it The part
.4 who %% Ill be affe-ted in this area A~ hich has to do % ith helicopters

have to understand and know ____ 'e-ms ve'i q~tabhIe andl the
that "I ha~e had all of the to:) pc-lNCP01 tI
military In m% office )hey L1w Il) (1))?jd t i
borought the ten ntire pln 1".01 i,-' liuolliiir_1in Ild I ainon
and comimitted the mselves to n.,-

4hold a public meeting in ii \i , Is
Melrose which \kds done --Il' '1i 1 dh t Iliat oljiiti i

Mfield rereet' iw~ i ce is*nil I t hink t he, are
from Robstell Poe Corn, was at ied toy ssa ni ofv \%h -

military for detailed in- Q-"What

formation about the property 1 oname(lr mand inprosements affected I on~L areN glrkIene ~ e
should be getting a report very ..i t i-n actionr aiiitl,
soon." Domenici said ttnacisinlo

"I \%as worried about how AXDomenici - -Fo~ c"\vr
* taking this much land for a _______ Sen Pete Donmenici -. flink he has bc'n adsrc

militar% resersatian would
.jffect the tax hase I have lfite6e d think th'et- i emefound that of all th~e land which Iao se Itikte men%ould be tiken if the plan got-s t' S a Itorney gene ra has to

- ,~ ~ hroghabou 5500 ~oud ~de(,ide what to do I don t thinkthouh congres ought0 tol beeio
lost in property taxe% \earlycogesuhtogtin n

Nlos of hisgoesto he Foydhandling people like that on aMotof Disriet the Flaid piecemeal basisSchoo Disrict he aid-if he's not prosecuted, it's aDomenici pointed out that
ther is o ntionl pln -political issue in the campaignthere a ils noenat roatpl n - and it ought o bhe I think th ait's

takes over - fo r the govern- lli-aNv
ment to pay to a local govern- wde
ment any money in lieu of the

"ubrone, we'll do
everything we can to determine
if this is needed Secondly, we'll A tS", insure that the landowners are
treated fairly and that the
method of (mnpni2tinfl it

a dequate. Then we seek ever y
way possible to help the Floyd

4' School bistrict which may need
some special interim help," he
said.

"Generally it is thought that
the United States military -

sh~ildn't z'ome in and pay
taxes to a local district, but we
m-ay find some way to get some

- ~ interim help
"The military w'ill beA-0

reporting to me the exict A 0
names of the landowners, what
the owners think about the



M~r. Jack Greathouse®r

I'ortillt , NMiv 8S.30

~II;. n . t jptisi! Iii 11111 1.- i ;it' )t~I)I iii*'iv ~\,t* * 11S wvIc~f1 Commaner
Il.ki ill t & i'Tleht~ A.Oz.~vi w~ ~s ii i ~ I :4-. tilv Prt ply iiffl th AirPocg

04,1111111 ,lyol I:d.lkgr)IlIt, 1111 Irte Hlvoei I~ a~,' Hlot-1h tec hl)O die u 20 ihut ect

t..ezm' A1 vtNoW.I.Iicl of -. lit lirs '; I ~t , o w \lw .I ire as be coinea

vont I tItIOU~S sinee -1 I95'!. 1 1.(III 1 1. l V Iii. L: it I 96t s, the ra nl1 c -consisted -of 7,771
* .''V 01 of C.Ued pr~operty. In-1 -tt2, thle I :wi . it1 \ it- ( oii n:d estublishcd requirements

"or rlI.P1 t i c itLltI ns to -iipport httiC -w f:i gltm(. ti-t ining. Tlhe existing 22,' 043-acre
i'iI,C s puriow la'tiLrit(-th period-A-I ).1-194 2. Th- iiequisitioit wits-bused on the

*lllillI Ilivuln, lit', for tatictilJ itiiY;-iiI t niil W'ehtllis used during the 1 960s.

h:I- 'W lIlril'.' 1 I ~'l' Pt' .' til" iS tit!''2 ' 'I'N tI [rh t V ingt, (a' in AF3
111 Uzc'h ! -V-Ii1l) :1i v'A it. t tr Fs~ rom, -t i,0w, Now \ ex ico, Textis, and other states

A '' it \-7 . V- Illd F- I0I.*) til-r'Ift :it tlt!i riztnge 11.o.

I .'I 1~ ii~ t~ t~ttI n:iitatt;: [eIt' itrrl, -ind( Ifotutsted tnctical

*'. 1' It'tl~tioi.Ivv o~i~'l l pvfl:tic0 ItIok'c'rit'' of Jnm *$d tiiiichioi ~Iild cuiiventioital
* '' 11:1CII oliec~pk'\l t'. .aiii t'eas;n 01 lmtIioil iiiai.ItJier, aind straf'ing restrictions

~. (lt' 1 c hvt. !totii ,I) t'ItsII: IN-'i ofji lithillt - ~ .- :ir Iovr' ti oled.; v yroer sy c

Sc po'rating Oil tile ralnl'e. I'1011 Wouetitt~Iti A i L~~ s ldnt x-~cur on1y, after
'I ,I.1.t;hi envirurtinvoli*Ist; 1 VS

As of' this point inl Iltie, We have not y(-( f'iSht.d the en vi orn Inental -assessrnent
ol tile proposed vxpaiint 0 tIe Moirose \ir Force Itaiuig. Ihe-Environmental-lmpact,

~~ Ae aroces (F.1AP)-foF Shwi proposal was initir A -on June 24, 1980,wt pubie
LS UV14* wAlteLi" whiiit w"a Jam in Mvelrose, Ntuw Wexi)cu.
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/ Public -comment pert inent to the envi,'oninental analysis of the proposal was solicited
through the June 24 meeting, a follow-tip ineeting with L-'deral-and-stitte agencies on

// June 25 and through time office of 1111(i~mmai Iluogert (OUMII) Circular A-95 process.
Notification of the iulie soopiflg mecting was publihed inl thme Fedoral Itegister on
Junme U, 1980, and tlmroik.dm Ioiral news mmmcdia (Curry, Roosevelt, Chaves, idQuyCounties).

~~ ~te pt MA~#4 rv prnenti impactaalsIai Sment

antls v ~jw~tnre available -for pmiic review. t.

WVit h regardi to Lit e o1eitt I d m mnoat of Ii us propo:u,.il, we do not expect that ranch
Iana ankd energy resourec %, %,,ll he lost l)OCxtjtse of' th I'm ns ion. The Air Force intends

to i il~C 1 ~a~ng e~t.available oni tli ie mmly lim i- l~a~hnd. 'Ihc only ltands not avail-
nilkl for i~i~fglne~iII~ iio' .I In~ k tm tlt e * i, i immeciately surrounding
Lit! 0r~u eImpact points.

t it, kir Force nornially obtains surbicv and stmhsmifiee rights with any land purchase.
Thib wotulu be the imtent With rCSIAet to time eXpaIIInSion Of Melrose Range. However,
this .ollahl nout preellwh0 UI C NtsbscqtmeIWI t 1011sin1g of* -stirfuet itit subsurface rights, as long
as su~l luases were oo'uiatildev with Air Force optitioims.

In the event th.,l [Ill., :roposal is-subbequently miillori,.ed ,nd-funded by the Congress,
acquisitionl atOms wuild be vonductecl iy tit(! Uni te~l-Sthites Armty Corps of -Engineers,

lieC Air lu: ! CIS rVold * Sti, qgon*t. Whore pLuIjik mjust be relIooated, relocation- assistance
is [)-!.v,,J.d'by P'ubl~e Lav 9 1 -6~46, the L'nifcriu lwlocettion Assistance and Land- Acquisition
POP -e- \"t 0of 1970. Undter' mLiS act-, huainvowvaers and btisinesses, including tenants
Oil P1% : lk'', -to 1)e accpli reud, mre rei nbur-ed for vxpoiises incurred- in connection with
rIt)Qovaio li. 001-C dti a i lcd infii iiit lol wull he I )rovl 1c by the Corps representatives
Lit thit tile.

Wc b1 i eve thatI ii,.i;%' of ,ouir eOwit*uril; cman lx' iiieoaaimnAa ed aind that equitable
COMm.Cens ut*Ii wouluI 5, -il.uw to those'. p.r t ks directlb Imaipaicted. haI the final study,
mu tvr.i 'cs, will lime wldrk- skid to im.eltidt, I it, stia tiaszq 0, elcmsiniigrtuic altogether, or
a cuuirim ag anlotheir raligev elsewhere w ihi *ng of Gi 01011) A FB.

emivironn ent al evulti. .:ia n I aa; been eCpot t a .

V.I~) 1% 4 UNIN
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510

August 5, 1981

Mr. Jack A. Greathouse
Post Office Box 548
Portales, New Mexico 88103

Dear Jack:

This is in response to the concern which you and many
other New Mexicans have expressed to me regarding the pro-
posed expansion of the Air Force's Melrose Bombing Range.

My office has spent a good deal of time investigating
the Melrose expansion issue. This has included visits to
Cannon Air Force Base, inspecting the bombing range, and
conducting on-going discussions with the Pentagon regard-
ing the proposed expansion. I have personally discussed
the issue with senior Air Force officials in order to
learn all of the details of the proposal. The views and
facts with which you supplied me were also of great assis-
tance and I greatly appreciated receiving them. I would
like to bring you up to date regarding the status of this
issue. I am writing a similar letter to other New
Mexicans who, like you, are interested in and affected by
this issue.

Presently, the Air Force is engaged in preparing the
draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). You will be
interested to know that the Air Force is indeed conducting
a full-scale EIS which will consider all implications of
the proposal to expand the Melrose Bombing Range. Its com-
pletion is expected in the fall of 1981. After that,
there will be a period of public review and comment. If
it is determined by the Air Force, based upon its findings
and additional public comments, that there are no compel-
ling environmental obstacles to the proposed expansion, it
will be up to the Secretary of the Air Force to request
Congress to provide the authority and the funds to expand
the Melrose Bombing Range. The expansion cannot occur
without Congressional approval. The earliest that such a
proposal would go before Congress is in early 1982.

I will continue to monitor this issue closely and do
my best to guard the interests of New Mexicans. I have al-
ready made it clear to the Air Force that I expect it to
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Mr. Jack A. Greathouse
August 5, 1981
Page 2

conduct an exhaustive examination of all alternatives to
any Melrose expansion. Like you, I am skeptical about the
need to buy private land when so much of New Mexico is al-
ready controlled by the Federal Government. In this re-
gard I intend on introducing legislation in the Senate
which, if passed by Congress, will require the government
to trade federal land for state land whenever such acquisi-
tions are required. Additionally, I believe that the EIS
should give special attention to examining the question of
oil and mineral rights and the impact of any expansion
upon the local economy and community.

The final decision by Congress whether or not to
approve the proposed Melrose expansion will require a bal-
ancing of national security interests and the interests of
the citizens affected by the action. Cannon Air Force
base is a very important military installation and its
long-term effectiveness and viability is essential for the
country and for New Mexicans. At the same time, the go-
vernment must be prepared to give special attention to the
interests of citizens who are affected by national secur-
ity requirements. I am sure the Congress will keep this
in mind.

Again, thank you for communicating your concerns. I
hope you will con'tinue to share your thoughts with me in
the future.

Best personal regards.

ery t uly yours,

Pe V. Domenici
United States Senator

PVD/keh
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April 10, 1984

The Honorable Verne Orr
Secretary of the Au- Force

The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Secretary Orr:

As you are aware, the Air Force recently released a draftEnvironmental Impact Statement (EIS) regarding the planned

expansion of the Meirose Socmbing Range in eastern Hew Mexico.
The period for public co~nnt on this EIS is limited to 45 days,
the minimum required by law.

We have received nwmerous requests from the citizens affected
by this acquisition for an extension of the coanent period. The
rost frequently requested exteCsion period is 120 days.

There are several reasons why an extension is warranted. One
is that copies of the EIS have not been readily available to all
the interested parties. Secondly, 45 days is clearly not enough
time for a diverse group of citizens, most of who~m work for a
Ihvng, to review the rS, meet, and formulate a response.

Accordingly, we request that you extend the conmnt period on the
draft EIS for expansion of the Meirose BoaWing Range for a period
of at least 90 days to allow the citizens sufficient time for
deliberate preparation of a thorough response.

,Envionenal cooperation -in thisrintter-an edlook

forward to your response. It is important that the New Mexicans
affected by this proposed expansion have the opportunity to
properly respond.

is tat cpiesof he E5 hae no Sencredlyaalbet l

United States Senate 45 datatcs Senate

d e p House of Representatives

et V. ~ , ,o~c
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON. 0 C 20330

OFFICE OF THE 5ECRETARY

2 4 APR B84

Honorable Joe Skeen
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Skeern

This is in response to your joint letter of April 10, 1984, to the Secretary of
the Air Force requesting an extension of the public comment period on the
Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range in Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New
Mexico.

Due to your concerns, the public hearing on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Melrose Range expansion has been rescheduled from April
26 to the first week of June and the public comment period will be extended from
May 15 to June 30, 1984. When the exact time and place for the public hearing are
established, your office will be notified.

We appreciate your interest in this matter and hope these schedule changes
will allow your constituents time to review and comment on the Draft EIS. A
similar letter Is being provided to Senators Domenici and Bingaman.

Sincerely,

ALBERT t.BARER0'N<
Colonel, USAF
Chief, FoCrcran Liaison Divis!on
Office of Lc-Y: lative Liaison

0
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~News Release

" , nUrtd Sta tes Air Force
27TH TACTICAL FIGHTER WING (TAC) OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS CANNON AFB, NEW MEXICO 88103

MEDIA RELATIONS BRANCH (505) 784-3131 AV 681-3131

RELEASE NO.: 84-4-13

27 April 1984

~%

r

PUBLIC HEARINGS ON MELROSE 111NGE DRAFT EiS

CANNON AIR FORCE BiaSE, N.M. -- Air Force ofric-ials announced here today that

the Air, Force will hold a public hearing to solicit comment on the Draft

Environmental impact Staterent concerning the expansion of the Melrose

Bombing Range. The hearing is scheduled for June 6 at 7 p.m. in the Floyd

High School auditorium, Floyd, N.M.

In accordance with Air Force policy, Col. Kenneth Ratcliff, U.S. Air

Force Trial Judiciary, 3rd Circuit, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas, will

conduct the hearing.

Thepublic review and comment period has been extended to June 30,

according to Air Force officials. Written comments should be addressed:

Environmental Planning, Hq TAC/DEEV, Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotten, Langley AFB,

VA 23665.

Melrose Bombing Range, located in Curry and Roosevelt Counties, is

managed by the 27th ractical Fighter Wing at Cannon AFB, N.M. Anyone

wishing further information on the meeting or copies of the Draft

-more-A-117 _ PPE ), z



ADD i/I/i . , PUBLIC HEARINGS ON MELROS

Environmental Impact Statement, should contact the Public Affairs Office,

27TFW/PA, Cannon AFB, N.M., 88103, or call (505) 784-3311, ext. 3131.

-30-
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June -29, 1984

Environmental Planning
Headquarters TAC/DEEV
Attn: 'Mr, Lewis Shotten
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Sir:

I trust that these comments will be considered and included in your
summation of the pros and cons regarding the proposed expansion of
the Melrose Air Force Rnge in Curry and Rbosevelt Counties, New
Mexicor

An article in the Clovis News Journal for June 251 198h indicated
that individuals had until June 30 to submit comments. I hope this
means we have until June 30 to mail cnmments to your office and that
they do not need to be in your office by that date.

I was unable to atten'd the public hearing at Floyd, New Mexico on
June 6, 1984 due to illness, therefore I contacted Captain Martin
Compton after the hearing and was sent a copy of the "Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement," which I have reviewed and I would like to
express -Py thanks to Captain Compton for this courtesy.

I was manager of the New Mexico State Employment Service in Alamo-
gcrdos N. Mexico from 1955 to 1971 and am therefore somewhat fam-
iliar with many of the problems which sett).rs, ranchers, and resi-
dents of that area experienced following the creation of range com-
plexes in- that areal including the renowmed John Prather and a num-
ber of others who %'ned property and/or resided in the-Orogrande
and Dell City areas, the Organ and San Andres Mountain vicinities,
the Tularosa Basin., and the Carrizozo area., which all combine to
make up the McGregor Range, Wh-ite Sands Missile Range, Hollornan- Air
Force Base, and Oscuo Range -complexes-

0' wby can't these areas be better utilized by the Air Force rather than
evicting and relocating- the present residents and owners of the Flcsyd
and Meli'ose areas at a -cost to taxpayers which we can ill afford and
for the present owers will never never be duly compensated? This
has proven to be true in the past Z7-th Fhite Sands and Oscaro.
with many problems being unsettled through the 1950s and 1960s and
some problems still reaining unsettled

O rh Why not -choose alternative number one and continue in the present

N' status quo and train within the limitations dictated by present range- ')

size c~nstr _ints with a bctter utilization of other Air F-orce facii.iti-ce?
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My father homesteaded about 1916 in the Bensor cornunity, located
west of Floydp and our family still -has an interest in sub-surface
mineral rights in the area of expansion;, which I -eel sure would
not be leased, considered for seismic exploration) and/or developed
further if the proposed bombing range expansicr is granted*

Our own family, as well as numerous other families and individuals

who still have a vested interest in sub-surface mineral rights and
no longer hold an interest in surface rights will never realize an-
other penny from sub-surface mineral leases and/or oil and gas ex-
ploration and development. Based on. the number of seismic explor-
ation surveys and drillings in this area in the past, the preponder-

ance of information available would indicate a strong likelihood of
potential oil and/or gas productioni prospects in the future if it is
not lost forever to the federal government through the process of
eminent domain.

Several ranchers .within the area will lose or a ready have lost the
In only means of livelihood they have ever knom-. The historic Hart
I nch bequest for the development of a Boyts Ranch would have to bel W

j Iabandoned, Family burial sites within the area would no longer be J r
accessible as, desired by remaining family memberso Historical and ri'
archelogica! sites would also be "off-limits" and no longer subject I Lf

On to investigation- and study or further develorrient ,)

As stated aboves why cantt the Air Force better utilize the facilities
they already have in New Mexico and elsewher

Sincerely,

229 Rosa lvd0
Clovis, N. M. 88101Frone # (505) 763-6230
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Environmental Planning
Re: Proposed Expansion-Melrose Bombing Range
Page 2: 0

Very truly yurs,
7,

JOHN D. GREATHOUSE
/ /JND

JDG/vl /

Copies to: Ronald ReaZi/, President
White House
Washington, D.C. 20510
United States of America

Senator Pete Dominici
Rm. 140 Fed. Bldg.
Roswell, New Mexico 88201

Senator Jeff Bingaman
Suite 175, Fed. Bldg.
Roswell, New Mexico 88201

Rep. Joe Skeen
Room 127, Fed. Bldg.
Roswell, New Mexico 88201

Governor Toney Anaya
4th Floor State Capitol Bldg.
Sante Fe, New Mexico 87503

Mr. Paul Biderman
Director Energy and Minerals Dept.
400 Cammo De Los Marquez
Sante Fe, New Mexico 87501

Mr. Jim Baca
Director Public Lands Commission
310 Old Sante Fe Trail
Sante Ye, New Mexico 87501

Senator Max Baucus
c/o U.S. Senate
Washington, D-C. 20510

Senator John Melcher
c/o U.S. Senate
Washington, D.C. 20510
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Environmental Planning
Re: Proposed Expansion-Melrose Bombing Range
page 3;

Jack Greathouse
Box 548
Portales, N.M. 88130

Mr. Keith Ranum
DEPCO
1000 Petroleum Bldg.
Denver, CO 80202

Bill Russell
Rt. 7, Box 23 A
Belen, N.M. 87002

Lovell R. Greathouse
331 N. Coleman
Roswell, GA 30075

Denny-Gentry
New Mexico Cattleman's Assn.
2231 Rio Grande Blvd. N.W.
Alburquerque, N.M. 87194

Michael H. Kull,Executive Director
New Mexico Boy's Ranch
Belen, N.M. 87002
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NW 260 Martin Lane
Florence, Mt. 59833

Environmental Planning
H.Q. TAC 1DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

SUBJECT: Proposed Expansion Melrose Bombing Range, New Mexico

TO: Mr. Shotton

1. On April 18, I wrote to you requesting an extension of time to
prepare my response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
You chose to ignore my request. it was only thru the consideration
and concern of Senator Jeff Bingaman's office that I was able to
find out that a 60 day extension was granted. This 60 day period
is INADEQUATE time to do the necessary research and write an
adequate response.

2. To identify myself, my name is John D. Greathouse, Distinguished
Military Graduate, West Virginia University; Extended active duty, •
USAF, Jul 55, Air Force Officer, A03028633, Graduate PBOC Class
56-13C, Ellington Field, Houston, Texas; assigned 58th WX Recon.
SQDN., Fairbanks, Alaska. Flew in excess of 100 missions over the
polar region, and approximately 100 missions in the area of the
Soviet owned Kormandorsky Islands. No. 1 SQDN Mission, TOP SECRET.
Final mission was to Wheelus AFB, Tripoli, N. Africa, and
Dharhran AFB, Khobar, Saudi Arabia. Released from active duty
June, 1960. Entered the Real Estate Field. Extensive study and
work personally and for clientele in land planning and real estate
development, interpreting Environmental Impact Statements for
developments and marketing, Sacramento, California. Presently
residing in Missoula, Montana.

3. I wish to comment on the DEIS with reference to three areas, here-
after referred to as AREA A,B & C. But first I would like to make
two statements:

a) My comments do not contain the depth that I would like since
the extension of time to do the research and fully prepare
is inadequate.

b) In studying the DEIS, it is obvious that the Air Force made a
decision as to the action it wanted to take and then proceeded
to justify that decision with a very poorly written, subjective,
inadequate DEIS.

(1)
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* AREA A: DEIS Summary Sheet, page i, paragraph 3, "Existing def-
iciencies produce a 'canned' training environment. After
a few missions on the range, Air Crews can easily identify
the limited target array. Versatility and realism in
training are greatly reduced. The overall result is that
student and mission ready Air Crews receive extremely
limited training, dealing only with the basics of their
aircraft's capabilities".

My comment is that to expand Melrose CANNOT meet objectives of
"allowing complexity and realism in attack maneuvers, and provide
space for development of target array, similar or identical to
those that may be found in actual combat situations".

I am very familiar with the relative flat plains area encompassing
the existing Melrose Bomb Range and proposed expansion area.
With thousands of hours flying time both privately and with the
USAF, I know that any sharp young Air Crew will have the entire
Colvis, Portales, Floyd, Melrose Range and surrounding area com-
mitted to memory after a couple of flights.

It will be virtually impossible to meet objectives of "allowing
complexity and realism and provide space for development of
target array similar or IDENTICAL to those that may be found in
actual combat situations", by a simple expansion essentially of

1' flat plains terrain. Whether viewed visually or by radar screen, a
* instant memorization of landmarks, roads, small towns, and

targets within the range will still produce a "CANNED" training
mission. Therefore, the objectives will not be met by an expan-
sion of the existing range.

AREA B: Mineral Resources: DEIS page 10, 2.1.1.1 Environmental
Impacts: paragraph C. "While this action would not affect
the ultimate potential of any mineral resources in the
area, their exploitation could be indefinately delayed if
such could not be accomplished in a manner compatible
with Air Force operations". Page 16, 3.3 Mineral Resources:
"Sixty five percent of the expansion area is under oil and
gas lease". Page 17, "the State of New Mexico has
classified the Melrose, New Mexico area as having high
potential for the discovery of oil and gas, etc".

My comment is that those who prepared the DEIS have essentially
uP overlooked, or attempted to make insignificant, the greatest 0

impact the expansion of Melrose may have, that being the potential U.

for oil and gas discovery in the area. Page 16 indicates that 65%-
of the expansion area, being Class I Mineral Lands is now under
oil and gas lease. In telephone conversations with Mr. Keith
Ranum, DEPCO, (Denver Petroleum) he has informed me that their
intent is to do seismographic testing in the area this year
followed by drilling in the event the testing shows positive
results.

(2)
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Fact 1: In a letter dated October 6,1981, from Co. Gilbert K.
St. Clair to Jack Greathouse, Col. St. Clair explained
that Rogers Explorations, Inc. was denied permission to
conduct seismographic testing on Melrose Bombing Range.

Fact 2: In your DEIS, Page 7, the Loco Hills Site was ruled out
as a possible site for an alternative bombing range, based
on A."Numerous oil and gas wells are located in the
southern portion of the site".

From these two facts, it is obvious these lands will be locked
out from any development of potential oil and gas fields if

6 Melrose is expanded. We all know that both gas and oil are non-
renewable resources, being rapidly depleted in the world!
TI-efore, to lock up these Class I lands is a significant impact!

AREA C: Taking of Private Lands and the Relocation of People
residing in the area. Page ii, 3. Summary of Impacts:
"the principal adverse impacts associated with the pro-
posal are the relocation of people residing in eight
dwellings". Page 4; 2.0.3.1, a. "the taking of privately
owned land is the primary concern identified in the public
scoping process". Page 16; 3.1 Description, ownership and
land use: paragraph 1, "there is a total of 43 surface
owners and 55 tracts within the proposed expansion".

My comments are; There is no reference to the number of sub-
surface mineral owners as discussed in AREA B. Those preparing
the DEIS pass it off lightly as seemingly an insignificant impact
to take private property and relocate families. After being in
the marketing of private property and relocation of families for
24 years, I am keenly aware of the impact on people's lives who
have to tear out their long extablished roots, give up their homes,
leave their friends, neighbors, and surroundings. Scientific
studies that have been made indicate that a major move by a family
rates third in traumatic impact on members of that family; the
first one being the death of a close loved one, and the second
being divorce. The basis of "Pursuit of Happiness" as written
into the Preamble to our Constitution is defined as "the right to
acquire property both real and personal". To flippantly write
a DEIS justifying the taking of 54,496 acres of land of which the
majority is privately owned by some 43 surface owners and an
unstipulated number of sub-surface owners; and uprooting and
relocating 8 families from their homes is confiscation, and is
a mockery of the basis of the meaning of America. Especially
when to do so will not solve the problem of the "CANNED" training
now existing; and when other suitable sites are available which will:

a) Give Diversity in training to the Air Crews,
b) Are 75% Federally owned and only 5% privately owned,
c) Meets many of the cirteria for selecting a bombing site.

I am referring to the Lon-Mesa site discussed in the DEIS page 8. *
In the first paragraph on page 8, it states the site is situated_
approximately 50 miles northwest of Roswell; then in paragraph
labeled 2., the DEIS says " the close proximity of the Lon-Mesa
site to the Roswell airport would add to the complexity of

(3)
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departures proceeding to the northwest and arrivals descending
from the northeast.

Come on now--surely you jest! We're discussing low flight sorties
of TAC Aircraft, principally the F-IIID, making bomb runs at a
site 50 miles from the commerical airport. What are those commercial
pilots doing these days-- climbing 10 feet per minute? And descend-
ing 50 miles before final approach coming in low and slow, huh?
Let's be serious. I am totally opposed to the-expansion of Melrose
Bombing Range for the reasons stated herein. I suggest you recon-

.1sider other sites to give the Air Crews at Canon serious diversif-
ication in training; ie; use Melrose as their beginning target, then -

as they advance, let them bomb the heck out of the target array
at a different site, such as Lon-Mesa; then schedule them to Nellis,
Luke, Red Rio, and Oscura for their finals. They will then be
ready for combat!

I suggest the Air Force work it out with the FAA to move the Beak

":IA and Pecos MOA if it interferes with development and use of Lon-
Mesa. It is a lot less impact to move an Omni and an Airway than
it is to lock up mineral lands, take private property, and relocate
families forcing them into the 3rd most traumatic experience they
can endure; especially if expansion of the existing faciality really
doesn't solve the problem of not having combat ready Air C s.

Very tru ou

John D. Greathouse

JDG/jma

CC: Sen. Pete Dominici, . 14 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Sen. Jeff Bingaman, S it 175 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Rep. Joe Skeen, Rm. 2 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Governor Toney Anaya, 4th Floor State Capitol Bldg.,

Sante Fe, NM 87501
Mr. Paul Biderman, Director Energy and Mineral Dept., 400

Cammo De Los Marquez, Sante Fe, NM 87501
Mr. Jim Baca, Director Public Lands Commission, 310 Old Sante

Fe Trail, Sante Fe, NM 87501
Sen. Max Baucus, c/o U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 20510
Sen. John Melcher, c/o U.S. Senate, Washington,DC 20510
Jack Greathouse, Box 548, Portales, NM 88130
Mr. Keith Ranum, DEPCO, 1000 Petroleum Bldg., Denver, CO 80202
Lovell R. Greathouse, 331 N. Coleman, Roswell, GA 30075
Denny Gentry, NM Cattleman's Assn., 2231 Rio Grande Blvd.,

NW, Albuquerque, NM 87194
Michael H. Kull, Executive Director NM Boy's Ranch, Belen,

NM 87-002
Milton Datsopoulos, Attorney at Law, 201 W. Main, Missoula

Montana, 59802
John W. Russell, Star Route 7, Box 23A Belen, NM 87002
U.S. Air Force(USAF),Dept. for Environment & Safety, (SAF/MIQ)

Washington, DC 20330

(4)
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I own mineral rights to land in Roosevelt County, New Mexico
and am bitterly opposed to the expansion of the Nelrose Bombing
Range as presently being considered by the Air Force. Owners of
said rights were not notified by the Air Force of such a plan, nor
considered in any way.

They have a preferable alternative known as Lon-Nesa which is
4 already Federally owned and would sol-ve the entire problem without

destroying an important cattle growing and farming area. If water
were plentiful in other areas, they would have been developed and
the area settled by more people. The present proposal will present
a dire ecological- problem and- the land will eventually revert to
desert as is the land farther West.

I believe a more careful study of an up to date Environmental
Impact Statement would be wise. We talk of reducing the Federal
Budget Deficit yet the Air Force proposes to spend-millions instead
of using Federally owned land.

I urge you to use your influence to stop this -plan before it
is too late. Principles of Government are being trampled by this
maneuver. Property rights and civilian- control of the military
are being flouted in a high handed manner.

Sincerely,

Frances L. Erickson
1405 Willow Lane
Grants Pass, Oregon 97527

A3
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• HON-' r p. '. -0 O PHONz uEs. 0a-77s4

Jack Ahlen
CONSULTING GEOLOGIST

533 PETROLEUM BUILDING

'ROSWELL. NEW MEXICO 88201

11 April 1984

Base Civil Engineer
27CSGJDED
Cannon Air Force Base, NM 88101

Re: Proposed eipansion of the Melrose Air Force Range,
Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico.

Gentlemen:

I have recently studied the local and regional petroleum
geology in thie vicinity of the above proposed expansion.
Prior to my knowledge of your proposed expansion I had
outlined several significant oil and gas prospects i~n
the vicinity. These prospects overlap, in part, the
proposed expansion.

If oil and gas exploration is prohibited within the new
. range's boundaries, I feel that significant oil and gas

reserves will never be discovered, thereby depriving the
state and nation of valuable energy resources necessary
for national defense.

If additional detailed data is necessary concerning these
rospects please contact me at the above address.
our s truy '\'w (-Th

ack Ahlen

A-137
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r. I %:is P. !'hotton

L-rFley AFB, VirFinia

IDear .,'r. ' hot Lon;

Az, a landowner in the proposeo 4elrose -V bi'.,; Pan-e Ex n :

E v.ould like to offer my commi ent.s on the Fly-n.nicn.

We own section 13, Township 1 north, Ranpe 30 east. ;.hirh hhs -water

rights granted by the ')tate enginers Office, and is iIrigd r1 oz d rin

productive farm. land.

The underground water reserves here are -'ry gd, 4-c 1, a.r level

is relatively shallow';, compared to other irria-ated ", a.d 'be -water

level declire p;er year is very much let than i..: o'her arean.

As a life lonr irrigation farm- r in hew Mexico. twdui the at r and .,oil

very hig-hly. T do not know of any area ,he-re it 'san be rerl-nced.
rhis land is a family -farm. My 7ife .ni ('hilren have hei-ed develop

this farw from original range pasture land. 'Y Fons n-e 1ti vorki ih

me on the farm and it is the main iource of our livdiihood, -.,d as far:Pers

we have a love for the land that non-farers don' ncv.

"'y famiLy and I have always supl orted ..and 1yavie a hi-rh '-earod for

.he .ilitary, we are in favor of extensive training ior tl: m, hey:ever

I feel it v.ould be.:t serve the interest oi the -,ub'i< tc t(- r.-.ne ,. u

the Drosent u.;e of the lnd on a lease back h -; . to "Y- ...- ,. ,,ner.

'ver the ye,.rF, ny obA erva!,ion has oeern that the trax: in, flithi. dh dr,

the peci-.le on the land far more lkl.n the wildlife ;-rA d ets' ic aniah-;

,-e d'ur0ed. they areiil + bo±h?r.-9 at al:

fa.1ed to ::.ention '-he quality c: th -ater on t'it; fYrm ic"
e ' eflen,.

4 138
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ax ~ ~~~~~~~ Co I:" ( -" n no,. e

-c, ur.-o

fo snie 4.4ari-n~c word. ~ ~ d swenve!

a_" te taies now, and wha ildoeourde-ve

i-;te canonlyoc faz2o a dre e adae do wetcant n loctl
Orn~ltdaton Ia'Ar stat

Je L i arE -v- -I 4- ir~iIit s f-at'emenz tChat no _prime or uriiue
_ ziv~eI~~T~ rose aq..sition. xhere is some pri(,0,me

aa~s ~amro I~ nat ld we i.r~o V1.

Io roc9this irr n' a vtu.Oerground water, (abundant water is
valued very, hi;:hl-y also.'_ we wol0 have to have at !-east 464500 Per
acrQ, p2- v te uniroevced -rops, which we feel is squiva-n ony
In, lot, -,,icv~o4caz and oil on 0 ove rmert acqu 1re-d an&.

The L'arin,' s location is an asset not a libbility. Our isolation
Vro~ the frmsi~b~ee --al in that our irrigation water is s)iJOC-

a"-an-

we ~rr1~ l- v~ coy -"tao s for pupose. se

we 0, 2:,4-,,,OS



May 29th.1984

Enviromental Planning
HQ. TAC/BEEV

Langley, AFB ,VA. 23665

Dear Mr.Shotton,

I am writing to protest the further expansion

of the Melrose bombing range. We do hope you will

use your influence to save the -millions of dollars

in procuring these lands. We have so much land that

the government already owns in I.cveda and other

desert areas, it seems questionable both envrion.,entaliy

and financially to take the land in question as well

as tresspassing on the rights of the pri-vate land

owners.

Enclosed please find a copy of the impact

fact sheet for you further information.

thank you f'or your attention in thihs

matter.

James B.Whiteman .
1445 N.Collier
Coquille ,OR. 97423
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!L-MROSE DOMBING RA1GE PROPOSED EXPANSION FACTS & INFORiATIO?

The U. S. Air Force propozed, in the Federal Register of June 9, 1983, to triple
the size of the i:elrose Bombing Range uhich is located southwesL of lUelroae, Ni!
that being northwes of Portalez, New Hexico, in Roosevelt County. This will
be the third time they have acquirdd land. They want to add 52,227 acres more
to the present range of 22,043 acres. The proposed expansion consists of approx-
imately 75% privately owned land and 25% State owned land.

THE EFFECTS OF THIS PROPOSED EXPANSION

LAND: The expansion includes good farming and prime ranch land.
The addition will take land from third and fourth generation families.
Over 35 landowners are involved and at least six failies will b. forced
to move from their homes.
There are twenty-four irrigation circles within the proposed expansion.
The expansion wxll be *splitting up, :ost ranch. s, reducing productivity.

TAXES. Property tax to Roosevelt County will ba cut.
Roosevelt General Hospital tax levy will be cut.
Reduces the future bonding capacity of Roosevelt County.
Present bond indebtedness, of the Floyd School District, will oc inter-
rupted and thus place an extra burden on the remaining property owners.
Reduces the future bonding capacity for the Floyd School System.
The .expansion will -take Stace Trust Lands which- contribute money to
public schools and -univarsities.

OIL. The expansion includes 52,227 acres which is kno , as -Class- I Area for
future oil and gas resources.
Two natural gas wells -are within a short distance of -the rang.
Hew producing oil wells, to the southeast, continue to locate closer,
moving towards, -the Uelrose Dombing Range.
Oil leasing is very active in this area and includes leasing and seismo-
graphing within th- -proposed expansion property.
One wildcat well, near the expansion- boundry, contained sand tars.

OBSTRUCTIONS: Two county roads, ten miles of pavement, will have -to be re-routed.
The U.S. North Star 1Iail Route, out of Elida, M-1, will be interrupted.
Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Coop's system will be interrupted.
The expansion- wi-l interrupt the gas distribution pipe line of the Eastern
New UNexico Gas Ass'n which runs from Ft. Sumner, NM to Portales, MR.
Possibility of relocating the Benson Cemetery which lies within the area.

CONCERNS: Tie security of land to be inherited by our children.
Effect on the -golden eagles that nest i the expansion area.
Do we honestly think this will be the last expansion in Roosevelt County?
Allowance for inflation factor, land value increase, interest on money
and credit, if land is condemned.
Overlooking an oil and gas resource area for our National Defense?
Neglecting to- use Federal Land for the expansion as NM has 34% Federal
Land.
How does this expansion compare with tih Air Force's alternative plan
of another lodation-, as given in the Federal Register of June 9, 1930?
Attitude of youth about America when the Federal Government takes private
land, for questionable expansions, when Federal Land is accessible?
Taking one-fourth of the land away from the Floyd School District?
Interrupt Nb! Boys Ranch plans Lor a satellite program, at the historic
Hart Ranch, for 24 needy boys.
No restriction of -air space" exists now, for the aircraft to maneuver
safely and- properly in- their training exercises at the MER?
Uould purchasing 52,227 acres, for this expansion, -be 'wise deign.;, spanding?
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April 25, 1984 DEPCO, Inc.

PRODUCTION & EXPLORATION

Base Civil Engineer
HQ TAC-DEED
!Langley AFB, VA 23665

Attention: Mr. Shotton

RE: Proposed Expansion
Meirose Bombing Range

Gentlemen:

DEPCO, Inc. owns a number of oil and gas leases within the proposed expansion
boundary of Melrose Air Force range, as illustrated on the attached plat.

Currently an extensive program of seismic evaluation which will include a
portion of the proposed expansion is being considered. The area does have a
potential for the discovery of oil and gas. If the expansion is approved, Ir-

lexploitation of mineral resources will be delayed indefinitely. This factI "
should be carefully considered at the time. that a further recommndation is
made.

* -. j As a matter of inquiry, does your plan allow for compensation of owners of I £
o oil and gas leases in the event of condemnation of the expansion lands? We, f-

would appreciate being advised of the future progress of the Air Force
proposal.

Sincerely,

DEPCO, Inc.

K. G. Ranum
Vice President

Attachment
KGR/vkg

cc: SIE. Jeff Bingaman
Suite 175, Federal Building
Roswell, W 88201

SEN. Peter Dominici
Room 140, Federal Building
Roswell, 1NM 88201

PEP. Joe Skeen
Room 127, Federal Building
Roswell, tM 88201

1000 PETROLEUM BUILDING • DENVER, COLORADO 80202 • PHONE 303/595-0707
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A pritl 25, I9P4

attn. mr. T hotton

Lan~~Kley J--3 VA. 2 ,t

Dera mr T-hotton,
I w- ,ant to obj ct

to the~ furt*,.,r <,xoansion of thE.Il i14erose ford-riL. .Ian

\'v~oii mov,, troy b-ka ve a1rc3&;
expandec tvice, and a. IhndrdI !'ou'irr ie cf' 1-nd,

i:.lo' of'irvn to tie up tc, dpop 'Combs on.

k loL f tl'eIs land is pri~jmo itraz1
~land&. ,.Iso 11c s mavk(ed for ott2 &ind ea and tl-ose

hollInE irineal ri 4hts will Ioosr all of' this incoiae.

(zn-l vcurs '

COP, ies to.
"'rnator £-c Jornic-i
f-gnat-r Je'f31 n..a!!Ar
-iet. jop' Fkr-n



L L s-ii A

Jka ly sy s Pr oesis t o rny StLs t er I~ r! -!,ar It a tM

to me here in Tucscn,AZ. As One- ofvv
)ur Old Homes tead a ra e-o~~i£.'~1 '',a~

we do) not wish ro K-tvp, it; uo.
We leae rra s ).ancis to tY.e CaI t) -Z , -j . 41 o

Geo-Searclh Se .1 stri. cl).V- Suve !3 n CrtS A:.a r
H ighw ay oravts>vof Curio Sto-res.N are al-s
t0ercsted in Gas an', Oil EXCiora-.Li::o.

The Higlhway D.ot. has recently ts;9'r- -7 ou t 4f1 of' our
land all ai'on, the Hi r:,.vay LI. vim' -a xt 2d, and i Ti
takin4,, out a i'erv, Vani~e'u uV .V: tr 01 w: ta

Po0S t Off ,ce, ai b1 uilt arother rw one far-ther bafcc fromi
the road.

Ne are vex-:ILrsrt'',r' $b e r a,,, e_ wtr
tj !b.ero( is v*) r : , a wi ,'r Iu~ £ 4 a r e r

C) anxious tat n.o wil l fe 4N Jfctn . : ie'seK

thL o minerale-zr'to.z'i'tiafi ' l1Cr

In Roo)sevelt onyA:iutre - rNuhr One,. source
otj emrP,3o-ym -t. 'Phe monetary Value i' inest Cuarry a n

WD Roosevelt count-, 'in 1979 was 37t .?V , L .Zhrr 300
o) a-cres In cultivation in flo.osev<LAt County, an," 3& "s -vri- C

rate,-. There wlould bei a ].--: gjltxPV'tC15c7arsc
valuie equal, to) j52"n'$

In a letter o" Ari 1,4, . State F'lant 4 btstn
B etsy Reed states, On- the 12c74 Miap, "The Fuur f* "'ew e--

-IB ureau of a io nl in~rJ P ore,'" ;rp- httt

wvhole roc--i on i n,.,v ei s a Cljas s x rxtorsio a r for Oi
an d Ss.

;7o si'rrerei tIj st mt'm-ae.- a
s-izes for th-e borabin;: a-c tivrqrdt icmls
the Cannon Ai-*r Fo -) ase miiiu~rlssionl.
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r '11: Q11 CLI l i. ~n-
Xttr, Vr. Shot Lon
• i: 'iAC/D:.EV

L,ingi 'y "'-,B, VA 23665

Dierr Yr. SThctton: tE: USS to hi 0 0. : a

3 wirb tc enter ry protest, in ,be ofN,- r, .,, j; , "-I.
of tR 'oJ.roe Boibing I. or-e. My ,, n,- wA, a'o

ire than a hundred squnro :il, of prima K ::. to oe v.e'
as si bombing r. nge.

".co)nd and ,t. tt imo t ai,,t f i ,K ' i.,.d-.d v z. it w, u:pset too
i1nany far:ers aud trnchers. i" t S, a 1ii' ;. e t,- 1,."d ,. r"n, h. 1Vnev
can 't co:mensnto for a ,,:eutend flu w, r- t an. .;.: i 11 '.idng tY.e
places.

Third, Thin 3and is n:nrkod for oil annl rn:e AAx hbr exv,:.ned i'h*]d in the

' 'The EIS doesn't address the oil and gas is:e with 'vcj, -uch nautori'ty.Go

, I The Floyd Schrol system will :.so lope ;:on'y No. t.he ,'r'z:t K',," syste: -..

We shouldn4t destroy our eductiona. n'e-r,: s when .1.r :nler: Klvea exi:;t.

IFourth, I went with the Arctih .,oy-ilat checa ". ; t. .' rn ," at tr
-Mel'os;e Bombing Range and the re.'t u, o w. Le- a ;,. .. A y . . ..,
ooinim.. There w, re no I 'b] o rir n !in the aixq :. w, %,-r mere ",:' am,
re ia:n in a f ew p! aces cf the F! L h a"' -a-& n, Q , .o " I . ,.'n:-
the Clovis ,.:hmn roamed this nrea. 1: e O" i C e-:.. a r , CC)
:were sacred to t',e k".w ind Of cf;" .r' % ' .vs w;
1 th,,m. A'iCK' wh,,re Lhu. . bs, rv,.. ;V . r' ,. % ,c ,q be U

AIt;-J: n .rave. The wh'e ...C a ).at }. i' .-'led T(: .4 ,'-,-.t! ,; '' o %.i 's-
,..:' e'tructionl i ''e ob.vrv~j, G r--. ,ex :v_'v .n t i;,('; ,,r* ,',../-h

th I. 1 w! so the zren t r7'a '0 Q N il r,' 0n v~ w' I. L: f ul ro2l

,..'1 of "ii barres.,
. .. v;T d ith OnCt of our 5,mz. Q,. % . .. ,. f -.. ............ . .
,,P Tre0' 2 A " '# ' ,t" *" " ; , (at tr ' : '"a, ''".'t ] '<

rn y are -renting it."

1 a.' for a str de fensc of.' AtL g' bu,;t wea us ,.,. e W-:;t V e of our
lives and res .,rccs. Thcrefore, I fa'vor V, n r gcr's ern alternatives
in'-t.xd of ta ,"il 5. . Q' Iro -1 : ,.' P: I U U1 ,, 0t pr:A,
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1.0

Langley P1-13, VA;A

~. ~ h~k& N ~ rz. 0T n o i dre la..d :.n o "Yor ~.j]~e
locai.don fo a new AIJ Fi rme rnn:e, T can Mo "rL't' ri -Co U!'h

of4 o'W' to I cnd in ou~r ';tte be'ne Fskra~ L L-Ind) cl C :ipn 1::.)-c
Iv..nrO a~nd r,zL~z V-.p tI-vaO -n~~ r *5orci. ar~"r c, pw 1 tI'

St2Vice ranf),05. (Tv's i~ rotd (,b1Vtvi .te ilanec C.x A iiz

ard that qisn It~ n;i -2 ii

The !ir ForceicWi~ ' te'I2 ii they need a MXXrealoli Ac !\ rb'nE
if tkry w11 tu ,'.ar ubo)ut tbiz-*- ttr;tun.14 the.- they sl-.ould Useo eithoi-
alternat~iv Nor:. 2 or Iltormli1 vo )!an No. 3. Navigaton to ib6-ut
_, iaport.. is woly droppIng bo:'bs. T:-o MolJznse 'Ranuo f er vo
2itt"O reaolis;t'l tra~hinr Jmr cro..so-c'untri £2yinja i~t is only _t, nt- (2ci,

m:l12vs3 frorn th e .

'k, illsto- 31, L"; up pod a,7rjcvK'ura1 ind I favor using exinting rariges
or ioci~tinp- Thrd tlhat hnu3 vc'ry 1-i ! a c f -my ~hing but dIry duzsert tvth no

A- 147



April 18, 1984

HQ Tac Deev
Langley A.F.B. VA 23665

Subject: J.F. Cook, Landowner-Deceased
Opal A. Albaugh-Beneficiary

Gentlemen:

This letter is to again notify your office that Mr. J.F.
w Cook passed away on 1/2"180. The Estate has been settled i

. but I wanted to bring this to your attention that I in- (0
herited the property in New Mexico.

I recently received the booklet about the expansion of the
Melrose Air Force Range in Curry and Roosevelt Counties
New Mexico. The late Mr. Cook was listed on page B-I num-
ber 7. Please correct your records showing my name as
owner. My attorney Mr. Harold Tredway informed you several
years ago of the change in ownership. Please advise me if
I need to furnish any additional information.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

Opal A. Albaugh

8545 E. Dacosta
Downey, CA 90240
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James 1Z. V7hiitexnan
RT. - BOX 126

CLOVIS. NEW MEXICO 88101
ARTS &-CRAFTS

Envfron,: ent-A ?) F.nning
*.tt: M~r. She tton
':-. TAo/D----V
LDing~ley ;7B, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton: 2 E: )I& n the1yr~~~e. .. & ~e In
1iooseve2t C-,' ty, No-w I-exco

wis t ete -~y -roest, in the official ' o;z of 4-1e posed cxp'rnzion

of t'%he M~elrose Bombin~g R':nge. M~y rrea,-ors nre i) foll'ow,.::

-M~ore than a hundred squiare :ilos of -orirte land i s a lot anThd t.o 'Ce sec
as a bombing r 'nge.

Second and ,oct imn-ortar~t abjout tal ineu t Isood lantd -I wi, unset too
many farmers andi renchers. it tat es a lifeti..e to build r. r-,nch. 'oney__
can't conmnensate for a lho.,etead and the wor: that wen't -Into bn.-dl:nx these
nlaces.

Third, Tis land i s inrled for oil1 and- r-a and a b e-r--rn-ed -'-n9 the
(D1not too far distant ., e. Those har'-ng ...ieral rights t~ 1 LOSS ~

-Th S adess the -_ and gas is'n-e with very niuch atrthorit y.

-jThe Floyd School syste. w.-]" a's lose ~o'vfrem.. the -'r"oe,t t :' yqte!m. OD~

Wde shouldntIt destroy our' edilcationa1 Drogra,-s w),en rtl-er altern, tives exist.

Fourth, T went u,..Ith the 'xc1,ae-loC',t checiy or. thre ,,,rt ;:t the
lMelrose Bombing Range and the report w, s w- I er- d down nrottyj nach, i-n ,,-j

oc oninion. There we.re no rtotlo ruins in th-.e area, 1-wever there werre some
co -reiairns in a few r~laces of the Pit house neoule, riz the Pt'lso.. I' 'an and

-the Clovis M::n rca ,ed this area. The points of the r.esa ;, -*in the ITR are..a, ci

-were sacred to the Indians, and Lci..e of' the points had Indian. praves on
them. Rlight where the -obsrrvatory for !,:R is located there Lse to be afn
-Indian -rave. 'The whole -;csa has boon) blasted to VjooeSI I TCan'It be! 1ev e
such dertruction! I hnave observed this coitntry in the 1920 ts and up throi Cgh
the 130's. I miss the green grass and fro sh airt also the he-utiful -rolling
rnesas. in suite of the cleaning and policing of the 1:T3R prounds ther is
nuthirhg but old busos -1 ricls, un:carzs, all full of' h ltsnl~ d -the
srell of oil barrels.

I agree withn onr of olir s nv-Lrs w' a s-id; "The np-:!cre tre-At +he F~tTH l1-41
they were renting i..1

I ami for a a trc- 31efnse of I*Irerica *but we =ust In~ke th1e .,,est u~se of our
lives and resouirces. Therefore, T favor tlie Air F'orce's own alter-natives
instead of takir-g 5~ 0G0 Acres .ind that is: 1.* Conti-:ue t() uce the oresont
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2~~ ~ ozix two a 5aru e -d~urn x~'o~ivg~ah"
locr-.ion rr r ncw Air Forcu (T*?.U*L ca ; r~ n 1"(w i
313 *fh.i~ in our 'itato be5.ng Federal I~n)3 ~:~t~i:

-Itw i.; -tn n-- n roh-- *JtI

r~-' n Co rneL; sTV a~ good lrm't-",ro~U~ ~£v~
~'~v ~s,,ven (7)ote : :
r e MIrtze IRarre oniy 4% 01.' itt. - ac ao;Z th eT'

t'-~ tt ism"t significant)
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Environmental lanninc
ATTN: Mr. Lewis Shotton
:,O TACiDEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton

In answer to the exoansion of the Melrose mbin Range, the e are a few+
statements we would like to ma'e.

One, words cannot exoress how hard it is for families to relocate, not
only homes but also the means for a livelvhond. This ipplies especia!l!
in the ranching and farmino industry. Once a rancher or farmer is
established i-n a financial institutian ,ahere he can borrow the operating
monies needed to operate his ranch or term, it is verf difficult to move
to another area and reestablish himself. The comensations offered by
the Air Force in the EIS Statement won't even begin to cover the cost of
this type of relocation. if our lands are teaen, some or all of us will
have to relocate in another area. Face it, nit tkat many lands are

-available in this area. How~ can ycu be compensated for the source oi
livelyhcod and security that landowners now hVie'. and will be taken from
them.

Also most of the land involved in the prcpcsed ea:ansicn is also put up
zor collateral. With the loss of part of this coilateral, the net worth
of a land owner will be reduced, and so will his operation be reduced.
it is not economically. feasible. to operate . a pert of an operation i~n

one area and a part in anotler. Do we not have the rioht as Americans
to expand and prosper economically withoot forced reduction from our own
government.

M'!any of the ranches have been in the same family for several
generations. Other of us would like to establish such a lineage for our
families. We would like to preserve the lands of this area for
generations to come. The empansion is taking this right and privilege
from us.

inathter concern is the recreational impac-t on this area. in the pas-,
we have welcomed quail, dove and coyote hunters on our land. They only
hav.e to asi permission; so we will know they are on our place. We have
had only the best of cooperation from hunters. The e;:pansion will
0- ,.rtil and reduce areas available for hunting. We have welcomed Boy
Scout Troops for ar oernight csoping trip on our place. Th2 area in
which they ch2se to camp is in the proposed target area and wili be
closed to su'ch outings in the future.

A-153



01 'li -e s -e c es use these land to bear and raise th i r o Lin
01 f: I Iha v e t o break habits and move t: nsw- nest,,ng and birthipc

e:ple in tChis area. Fsorpzl who deserve a cons.'ieraticn oz. their huina:
i tand r.eeds.

Denni-s- Luce Donna-; Luce
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A , 1984

Mr. Lewis R. Shotton
Command Natural Resources Manager
Environmental Planning Division
Headquarters Tactical Air Command
Department of the Air Force
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton,

I am writing concerning the draft environmental impact statement for the
proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, Cannon Air Force Base, New
Mexico. My concern with the DES centers on sections 3.7 Archaeological and
Cultural Resources, 4.8 Effects on Cultural Resources and 4.12 Adverse
Environmental Effects Summary. I am writing as a private citizen. My expertise in
this subject is that I have spent the last four years conducting professional
archaeological research in eastern New Mexico. I hold a Ph.D. in Anthropology
from the University of California at Berkeley and am an assistant professor at
Eastern New Mexico University. I also serve as a member of the state of New
Mexico Cultural Properties Review Committee which deals, in part, with
compliance to state and federal legislation, procedures, etc. Therefore I have a
great deal of familiarity with these types of requirements and the finished
products.

COMMENTS

Section 3.7 Archaeological and Cultural Resources

First Paragraph:
In the first sentence it says that the area under consideration lies in an area

calles "the Eastern Peripheral Zone." This term is only used for Puebloan times by
people who are viewing the area from further west and is rarely used by
archaeologists who work here. Under any situation, the term is not applicable in.
the general sense as it is used he:e. Then it is stated that the "zone forms the
eastern periphery of the Puebloan culture (Anasazi and Magollon cultures)." First, 1

D if this sentence is to be used, it should say Puebloan cultures and Magollon-should
4- be Mogollon. Second, it is not accepted by anyone that there are Mogollon

remains in this area. There may be Jornada Mogollon sites but they have never
been documented in the vicinity of the Melrose Bombing Range. The closest that
th ey are known is 60 mile away along the Pecos near Roswell. Third, Anazi .
remains have ever been found in eastern New Mexico in any location. Anasazi
culture was located in western New Mexico. Then the document says that the
zone 'is expected to contain artifacts from the Paleo period (Clovis, Folsom and
Midland cultures) and the Archaic ("Picosa" or -basketmaker materials)." I do not
want to- write a treatise on the prehistory and =history of New Mexico, but the use
of Midland as a name for a culture is unknown to me. It refers only to a
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I projectile point type. Also, the terms Picosa and basketmaker are not applicable
to the Archaic in this region. Picosa is a concept used in relation to the Archaic

0 1 in northeastern New Mexico only. Basketmaker is commonly used in the Great z;
1 Basin of the United States. In addition, there should be some mention of historical 6"

remains in this introductory paragraph, since New Mexico has four hundred years
a of historical occupations.

Second Paragraph

In the first paragraph it also states that this portion of New Mexico has not been
intensely explored in archaeological terms. Then in the second paragraph it says
that twenty sites of various types were located but none are eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places. With the paucity of archaeological
knowledge for the area, National Register criteria in terms of significance mean
that sites which can fill these gaps in our poor understanding of this zone are
eligible. I find it difficult to comprehend that none of the sites have the potential

Lp to yield significant information. Also there is no mention in the document as to
what era these sites date to, what cultures they represent, etc. There is no
mention if the survey is a statistically valid survey upon which predictive 0)
statements can be generated or where the survey zone was. it is imposible to
evaluate results with so little information. Given a knowledge of the local
prehistory and history, it is inconceivable that no significant sites were located.
Also, was the problem addresssed that the early sites, paleo-indian, are probably
buried? Did the archaeologists test for such remains? Were all historic items
recorded or only structures?etc. Minimally, what type of survey was it, where was
it, what was the criteria for significance?

Section 4.8 Effects on Cultural Resources

First Paragraph

The first sentence is, "There are no historical or architecturally significant
'0 structures on the existing or proposed expanded range." I do not see how this 0
C' conclusion has been reached. Were there any structures on the existing range (P J

outside oE or inside of the survey area? This is never stated. Who did the survey
k j on the proposed expanded range? Alsothe 10 % survey looked at only a portion of N

the existing range and nothing else. I"

Second Paragraph

Again the document discusses that no sites eligible for the National Register
were identified. The discussion must be more explicit. Then it states that the
expansion area has a high probability of containing significant archaeological

I sites. Why? I know that there are significant sites in this area and there must be I
'0 t ones of equivalent type on the range, but if you say the survey did not locate any jco(C. important sites why should-there be some nearby? The logic escapes me.

Fourth Paragraph

This paragraph discusses how the Ai: Force has developed an aggressive
program to identify and protect significant cultural sites on the existing Melrose
Range and the exparsion area in consultation with the SHP 0. Evidence for this is
shown by a letter which was written in ].980, presumably before any cultural
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resource work was initiated on the range. What about correspondence to support
activities since then? Did the SHPO review a report on the survey of the Melrose

0 Bombing Range and was the report acceptable? Basically, what has happened in 0
the four years since what appears to an initial contact? OP

Section 4.12 Adverse Environmental Effects Summary

In this section no mention is made of cultural resources even though earlier o
o it states that significant archaeological sites are expected in the expansion area. 0
0 Why not?

In summary, I feel that the information presented in this DES in regard to
cultural resources in inadequate. The document demonstrates that whoever wrote _
it had almost no familiarity with the prehistory and history of the area and could 0

- not even use the corrrect terminology. This fact plus the implausibility of not
locating significant sites within the range, makes me strongly question the validity
of the work. The DESis not consistent and I recommend that other such documents
with sections relating to cultural resources need to be examined. As an
archaeologist, I am disappointed by the poor quality of the sections that I have
addressed.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Colleen m. Beck
Route 3, Box 425
Portales, NM 88130

xc: Jeff Binghaman
Pete Domenici
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North Star Rt.

Elida, New Mexico 88116
June 6, 1984

Environmental Planning
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and the Public Comment Hearing Officer

Dear Sirs: RE: Proposed Melrose Bombing Range Expansion - DEIS

After reviewing the DEIS, concer-ning the proposed expansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range, I wish to make a few comments including a
copy of my official impact statement which was presented at the
Air Force Scoping Meeting, at Melrose, New Mexico, June 24, 1980.
My impact statement, of June 24, 1980, is even more relevant in
1984 than it was in 1980.

I have endured more anguish these past four years, of wai-ting for
the DELS to be released, than any Air Force person or Congressman
can realize. The reason is two--fold. The first reason is that I
wa-s told, sometime around 1968, when the Air Force took land from
me, for the second time, that "this would be the last ex-pansion."
This sta-tement was made by a re-presen-ta-tive of the UnLted Stat-es
Government. The second reason is that information, from- both the

* Air Force and the Congressmen, indicated tha-t the DEIS w-ould be
released in 1981.

In reviewing the DEIS, the latest ref-e-rence letter on pa-ge D-23,

I wa-s dated June 24, [-981. The DEIS was re-leased-, according to 0
i i the Federal Register, on Ma-rch 1-6, 198-4. The CFR 40, Section -

1 1500.00 discou-rages delay from scoping meeting to DEIS release.

_ The copy of the DEIS I received was not dated, didn't give the rf)
the public comment period, or t-he name and address to wh-ich OD

' c I omments we . to be sent.

SAll. of t-he above comments will h-ave more meaning if you will
read my, enclosed, officia-l impact st-a-temen-t givcn June 24, 1980, 0
in that the proposed expans-ion will be the third time the Air
Force will have taken land- and t-his time they will be ta-king my
home.

I humbly and respectively beg you to termina-te the expansion
plans of the MBR and seek less costly alternatives.

Res-pectively,

Mrs. H. H. Davis

cc: All the NM Congressional Delegation

Enclosure: My Impac-t Stat-ement
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June 24, 1980.

To: Public Scoping Meeting Ibderator

From: Mr. & Mrs. H. H. Davis

Subject: Impact Statement, Expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range

Dear Moderator and fellow Americans:

The Air Force took land from us in 1952 for the original bombing range.
Then, again, a second time in 1968 they took more land. Now, in 1980,
they propose to take a vast amount more of our land and this time they
will be taking our home. This expansion by the-Air Force will be the
first time families will have to be moved and this vill, mean that four
families will have to leave.

We have not, through all the years, made any omplint against the Air
Force concerning the bombing range. We continued ou" ranching as best A
we could and let the Air Force do their thing.

You cannot blame us now for thinking it aeuiabi, nifair -tor the -Air
Force, in proposing another expansion, ;not -takingthe, initiative-to A
secure Federally owned land for the vast. expansion rather than to
continue taking privately owned land from American- citizens, -particularly
when the Constitution of the United States -setsj aSide !Federal lands to
be used in the best interest of the people, espociLlly for -use in
National Defense.

The use of Federal lands, for a new bombing =ange.r wOuld likelycause
less environmental impact than expanding;the: 1 xistng:ange.

So, in the best interest of the people, -fd-mnao#il: -defense, we
sincerely hope that the relocation of the Melros Bombing,Range, :at
rmother geographical location, as mentioned -inone:- ofthe:recent
Air Force news releases, will occur.

Thank you.

Mrs. H. H. Davis
North Star Rt.
Elida, New Mexico 88116

(The above impact statement was presented at the Air Force Scoping
meeting at Melrose, New Mexico, June 24, 1980)
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June Ist.1984

Enviromental Planning
Attn:Mr.Shotton
HQ. TZC/DEEV
Langley,AFB,VA.23665

Dear Mr.Shotton,

I am writing to protest the further xpansion

of the I-ielrose bombing range. .e do ihope you will

use your influence to save the millions of dollars
".n proc 'rieg these lands. "e hove so much land that

the government already owns in Leveda and other

desert areas, it seews questionable both envrionmentalij

and financially to take the land in question as well.

as tresspar " ng on the rights of the private land

owners.

Enclosed please find a copy of the impact

fact sheet for you further information.

thank you for your attention in this

matter.

Vickie L.Brown
1040 W.Grand--Ave.#1 16
Porterville,CA. 93257
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Thn U. S. Air Forcz propo.-,d, "n thi Juno~i 9.-~~' to O

the size~ of 1-t :etro ]3ombig aag, w Icis Ofcte NtU"; u c ~i..
that baing northwcsi: of 1'ra~; IV-A.iCO, in ROOSCeVal Codtry- 11---l
be th-, third tim thay hav accquirzd lanid. They wJaat ,:o add .5'*,)27 aCre,. gjvr--

to cha preaent range of 22,0)43 acr.;s. Tho. peoposad Cpa.;ion coni Lts oi apro'.--

iial~y 7511 lprivataly oimcd. land :md 25A' Stan: own-od land.

THE: EFFECTS OF THIlS PROPQS.V) FXP'-ASIO'N

Lt.-ND. Th-z e"ansimn includ'Ju gzood fa rming aod prim:- ranch land.
Tha add'tiou tyill taka land 1romn third and Courth gan--~ra::ion fAh~e;
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Roosevel.t General !Nosp:.tal. tax levy bi D cut.
Reducas the futuire bonding capacity o:- Px,)s- vaLt C"ounty.
Present bond indabtednass, of the Floyd School Dis.trict, w11l 0- ntr
£upt.2d and thus; place an e:.tra btirdet, on tho. rt-ua-fin- pr(1p.,rLV uxllir,..
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public schoo ls and tiniv- rsitl.;.
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future uil and gas reasourcas.
Twio narurdi gas wello, ;v-e within a short diL.tanca o-, -the ranig-..
?-'-W producing oil :--l, o the ti01th- .,sL coittillueo l.-oca closzr,
moving, towards, the :ia[ros-e B~ombing Range'-.
Oi;l leasing is viry acti-ve -i this arza and Lucluti--: 1l.n:,ing and siao
graphing within th-eLp r opozsed -uxpanslon pcropcy.
One ildcat well nar -he :2xpan;ion "loundry. C on t.ain.d sand cars.

BE TRUCTFIONS: Two county roads.) tenm mil2CJ of pavement. wjill have to b2 re---routed.
The U.S. North Star NIail 1R1oute, out of E-,' da, nil, w-'ill 1), interuptad.
Roosevelt County Rural Teiephon3 Coops~ systepi til' bae intotrrupted(.
The expans-;on will -t'n-Larrup: the gas distribution pilpd lin-, of tLhe 7a.;b-ern

Nw itaxico Cas As.- n which run:; froma Ft. Sumnar, Ni to 1'otales, .
Poss'bllity of relocating tb! SGei-son CamatLery which lias wichin th-e arca.

CONCERNS: Tha security of land to -ba inlherit 2d by our children.
Effect on the goldnn cLigl s that n.,,.t in the e~pi.iuarea.
Do we honestly think this wiu I be rha la:,t expa ns:.on in Rooseval~t -CUn1ty?
Allowance for inflation Eactor, land value-- .ncrc'ase, interE-st on mone~y
and credit, if land -is condenmned.
Overlooking an oil1 and- gas resource, aren Zor our National Da;fense?
Neglacting to use Federal Land for the ..xpan-iion as, Nql has 34% Foderal

How doeo this expansioU compare Ait the! Air Forc3-'s alternativo plan
of another location, as -givcn in tha Fede-ral Register of June ?-, 1.930?
Attitude of youth about Amrica when -the Federal Government take-s privato
land, gor questionabla axprrnsion3, when Fedearal Land -.s accassli' ?
Taking' oneo-fourth of the land aw~ay fromn th.; Floyd School District?
Interrupt IN;- Boys R~anch plans 'or a satiullite! program,~ at the historic
H!art -Ranch, Zor 24 naedy bo.ys.
No restriction of aeir .;pacs" er:istxl now, for the2 aircraft Lo mnaneuver
S;Ifaly and- properly in tkhr training exciues :Q' the- Z4SR.?
tlould purcha3im, .52,M- acres, 'fo th,:3 e-Apansio0n, be wi~se e~.e~~dz
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Dr. Phillip H. Shelley, PhD
812 E. Elbe
Portales, NM 88130

5/25/84

Enviornmental Planning
ATTN: Mr. Lewis Shotton
11Q TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton,

I have the following comments on Section 3.7 of the Environmental Impact
Statement for the proposed expansion of the- Melrose Range, New Mexico. This
section of the EIS deals with the identification and evaluation of archaeological
and cultural resources on the current Melrose Range.

As a professional archaeologist with over 15 years experience in the Southwest, I
am appalled by the lack of quality and minimal professionalism exhibited in this
section of the report. For the following reasons, I feel that any statements
regarding archaeological and cultural resources in the area should be considered
inadequate.

1. "Twenty cultural sites were identified in the 10% area survey" ( page 27,
paragraph 4, line 2, Melrose EIS). A basic premise of sampling surveys whether
they are politidal, economic, or archaeological, is that in order to- make statements
concerning the sample universe (ie. the Range in this case), a representative

' sample must be drawn in accordance with probability theory. If this premise is not
adhered to there is no way of determining the -reliability of the sample. This is a I
particularly accute problem in archaeological surveys -because humans, like all
mammals never have been, nor are today, distributed evenly across the landscape.
Factors such as the availability of water, fuel, food, and other necessary resources
affected decisions concerning human use of the area. In addition, historic -factors
such as plowing, grazing, collecting, construction activities, natufal patterns of

- erosion and deposition severely affect the ability of -archaeologists tO- identify
U. prehistoric resources. The statement concerning sampling of the existing range in

section 3.7 of the EIS says nothing which would insure the reader that -this- survey
was -in fact a non-biased, representative, sample of -the range. Nor is there
anything within the document that demonstrates that the area surveyed is any way o
representative of the area which would be impacted by -the proposed expansion. -

2. If we set the sampling problems aside, I would- doubt the- -reliability of the
survey on substantive grounds. The extant range and the proposed expansion
include areas traversed by the prehistoric course of the now extinct Brazos- River,
as well as numerous playas and springs. These concentrations of water created
situations of ecological diversity which were exploited by prehistoric inhabitants of
the Southern High Plains. This is indicated by the number of known significant sites
located along this and other such drainages (ie. Blackwater Draw, Lubbock Lake,
and Plainview Sites). In a recent review of Southern- High Plains Archaeology, T.
Stafford- stresses this point when he states:

Geologic studies have shown that three alluviated valleys crossing the
Llano Estacado contain rich archaeological. deposits. Fluvial, lacustrine, U
and marsh environments were principal attractions for large number of
animals and humans. Yellowhouse and Blackwater Draws have an
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extensive series of paleo-Indian and Ceramic/Historic sites. The few
alluvial sites. already excavated, such as Blackwater No.1, Plainview,
and Lubbock Lake, portend the archaeolo.gical ,wealth for unexplored
valley segements (Thomas Stafford, Alluvial Geology and Archaeological
Potential of the Texas Southern High Plains, American, Antiquity Vol.
48, No. 3, p. 563).

Sites in such situations are relatively difficult to identify as they are quite
frequently buried and exhibit little artifactual material on, the surface'. These

i-problems can be dealt with by an archaeologist who is familar with the archaeology
and geomorphology of the area, which brings me to my third criticisim of the
report.

IF) 3. The use of terms relating to the greater Southwest cultures (ie. "Picosa ort;
Basketmaker", EfS p. 23) serves to underscore the lack of familiarty of the
investigators with the area. These terms and associated concepts are not
appropriate for the Southern High Plains. Most professional archaeologists
recognize that che culture history of this area (as mentioned in the- EIS ) is in fact
peripheral to major Southwest cultures. Both Picosa and Basketmaker are Archaic
antecedents of the Anasazi of the 4-corners region and are meaningless in -this
context. In addition, there is no mention of expected ceramic age sites in the EIS,
however numerous archaeological reports as far back as the 1940s note the
presence of such sites west, east, and south of the range.

In conclusion, it is -my professional opinion that given the questions of sampling,
the geomorphic setting of the area, and the obvious lack of familiarty with the
area indicated by the investigators that the EIS statements Concerning - the
archaeological and cultural resources of the Melrose Range are worthless. Before
the EIS is accepted I would recommend a scientifically tru6tured archaeologi.cal.
survey of the ari-a, taking geomorphological variation into consideration, be carried
out by professionals -familar with the Southein High Plains.

Sincerely,

Phillip H. Shlley, PhD

xc: Senator Pete Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Senator Joe Skeen
Tom Merlin, SHPO
Melrose Bombing Range Landowners and Operators
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May 31, 1984

V/To: Environmetal Planning Headquarters
TAC/DEEV
Attn: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and to: President Ronald Reagan Representative Joe Skeen
Senator Jake Garn Representative Dan Marriot
Senator Orrin 6. Hatch ReDresentative Bill Richardson
Senator Pete Domenici Representative Manuel Lujan
Senator Jeff Bingamon Representative James Hansen
Senator William Proxmire Representative Howard Nielson
Secretary Department of Defense Casper Weinberger
Secretary Of Interior William Clark

Attn: Carol Hallett
Western Region Special Asst.

Subject: Proposed Expansion of the Melrose, NM Bombing Range

In the Federal Register dated 9 June 1980 regarding the acquisition of additional
acreage to expand the Melrose Bombing Range for the third time, the Air Force openl/
acknowledged that the>y have alternate plans other than spending millions to disrupt
families, telephone, electric, gas pipe lines, roads, -mail service, a, cemetery, tax
base, school districts, ruining productive farm and cattle ranch land, and stopping
future gas and oil exploraton in a class I area, Dlus other factors.

These alternatives include closing the Melrose Bombing range and conducting training
on other Air Force or other military service ranges, such as Lon-Mesa. The Federal
Government now owns 34X of the land in New-Mexico-,

* As an owner of mineral rights in Roosevelt County, New Mexico, I am violently opposed
to take over of this land. Such owners were not notifi-ed of this proposed expansion
nor were the oil companies who hold leases on much or all oi this land. I sent a
letter to ali addressees on 12 April 1984. Noe.4. + ; w.a: mad_ in the rn.wir .npzme l

- I1 feel this proposal needs an up-to-date-Environmental I-npac-t Study, it should be
0 dated, and a-closer study by the FAA before they give their approval.

a- std -- FA hi

In th-is day of huge Federal deficits, I do not see how this proposal can
conscientiously be approved in light of the fact there are other areas which can be
used at much less cost and now Federally owned.

This attempted takeover by the Air Force tramples citizens' rights and flouts c-ivilan
- Icontrol of the Armed Services. I-t is not in comliance, with the Nat-ional Farm Land-I o
CDProtection Policy Act, The, FAA suggests ge-tirg water from other sources.I '-

Apparently they do not know how .precious water is in Nkw Mexico and that, this part of
Eastern New Mexico would eventually be a -desert.

! uroe all addressees to use your influence to-stop this outrage,. Rubic comment
per i-od is through 30 June 1984 and a public meeting wli be held 6 June 1984 at 7:00
i.m, at Floyd, NN i-n the HiQh School auditorium.

Haroa t Gre ; house W ,iao,, e r Sadie G: -eathou se . Ae 05',
229 West 1060 Gouth 1405 ii'lov; Lane
Orern, Utah S 405: Grants Pars. Oregon 97527
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To: Chairman,'Public iearing. Floyd, NM

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose, NM, Bombing Range

The purpose of this letter is to go on record of.fciaily to protest -he
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

In the Federal Register dated 9 June 1930 the Air Force openi, admitted they
have alternative plans other thah spending millions to disruot famiiies4
telephone, electric and gas lines, roads, mail services, a cemetar>, tax base,
school districts, Boys Ranch, ruining Productive farm and ranch land and
robbing mineral tights owners of any potential gain. The land the> proDose to
take is choice range and farm land and class I area for future cias and oi,
development.

Alternative plans include closing the Melrose Range ahd using other Air Force
or other militry service ranges, such as Lon-Mesa. The Federal Government now
owns 34." of the -land in New Mexico.

The I. R. Greathouse f-amily homesteaded in Roosevelt County in 1907,
maintaining the -Greathouse Ranch until it was sold in 1958 with mineral rights
retained for heirs of 'the original owners. The Air Force did hot notify
minera-l rights owners of their proposed action nor were the oil companies who
have leases on much or all of this -land.

Since other su-i-table Go'ernment facilities are availabl-e to the A-ir Force, it
seems unnecessary to add to the huge Federal budget deficit by expanding this
facili-ty at great cost to -the Government and the pebol-e who are affected.

I sincerely urge the Air Force to use other facilities.

Margaret GreathOuse 4 agner Sadie M (eathouse, (Age 95)
229 West 1060 South 1405 Willow Lane
Orem, Utah 84058 Grants Pass, Oregon 97527

/i copy:Environmental Planni-ng Hq.
TAC/DEEV
-Attn: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665
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To 'lnvironmental Planning Headquarters
TAC/DEEV
Attns M~r. ShottCon
Langley A.F.B., VA 23665

An.d to: President Ronald Reagan
Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger
Secretary of interior, William Clark

At;-tn: Carol Hallett
Western Regional Asst.e

Senator Jake Carn Reor. Joe Skeen
Senator Orrin G_. Hatch Repr. Bill Richardson
Senator Pete Dornenici Repr. rI.%n.e1 1ujan
Senator Jeff Binegaman R~epr. lHo-wprd eso

Repr. James Hiansen

Subj:_ ExpDansion of the M~elrose, Ni.,Bomrbing Range

T',e purpose of this letter is to protest the expansion o"f, the V~elrose
Bombing Range as proposed by the Air-Force.

Enclo-sed is an article regarding the Unit',ed 'Nat. .ors report%' on the rapid
s-.read of deserts into millions of acres of once-productLive farm and
range lands.

This reDort eMphasizes one of the poInts owniers of lIand and owners of
'.neral rights have been- trying to make in their ob-ectIons to expanding

the~eroe, N*.,Bombing Range. 1%'y previous lat.echv betdt
ruiningv productive farm and ranch lands, robbing m~ineral riahtIs owners,
plus many ot~her factors.

In this tire of huge Federal deficits i do ni see 'now the Government can
11sti fy the expenditure of millions of dollars, destruction of choice
range and farm land, lowering the tax base, and s-.6-ping future oil and
gas expDloration in a Class I Area, when Federally ow.nei fcilities are
available. See Federal RegistCe-r dated 9 June 19321 in which* -the Air' Force
openly admits alternate courses are available.

As *an owner of mineral rights in Roosevel;- OIbunrtv., I.. agair. ure all
ada4ressees to use your influence to stojo th- s out;"rae.

Tlhan*k: You

'ttaane.- ~ and ~ -- ~Sadile M. Grea-thnouse (aze 095)
229 West 1060 South IL5  ilow L an e
Orem, Ut'ah 840G58 Grants Pasz, Oregon 9?3r26~

3nzl:-Urited Natilons R:enort on Dsriia~
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U.N. Report Says Nations Doing Little
To Halt Deserts, 'Harvest of Dust' 0
WASHINGTON (UPI) - Nations sheep and goats is a major cause of Tolba noted that nations have

of the world are doing little to halt desertification. contributed less than $50,000 to a
the "harvest of dust" caused by the Worldwatch cited U. S. govern- U. N. account that funds the "action
rapid spread of deserts into millions ment statistics showing a third of plan" to attack desertification.
of acres of once-productive farm U. S rangeland, outside of Alaska, is Against that sum, the United Na-
and raigeland, the United Nations in "poor condition" and another tions estimates mankind must spend
reports. third is in "fair condition." a total of $90 billion during the next

Warning that drought is not the Assesses Problem 20 years to stop the spread of des-
root cause of desert expansion erts.around the globe, a U. N. Environ- The U.N. Environment Programs
ment Program report concludes research was done to assess the "If this seems like a great deal it
drastic measures are needed to .- state of the problem since the agen- should be balanced with the U. N.'s
tack the principal causes - bad cy arew up an international "action 1980 estimate which put the annuai
farr ing and grazing practices im- plan" in 1977 - agreed to by 94 na- cost of agricultural production from
proper irrigation ant. forest destruc- tions - to combat the spread of des- land lost through desertification at
tion. er ws. $26 billion," said Toiba.

The United Nations made the The study acknowledged drought The report also warned of a link
alarming assessment after two worsens the spread of deserts, but between desertification and the ur-
-ears of research that was reported cited the main causes as "human ban problems of poor nations.
to a little-noticed international con- over-exploitation of lands through
ference last month in Nairobi, Ken- over-cultivation, overgrazing, poor "Loss of land productivity has
ya. on the growing threat of "desert- irrigation practices and deforesta- forced villagers.into the towns," it
ification" - the conversion of tion." '.o said.
productive land into arid desert.

Estimates Total
"We have found that a total of . 2A The Salt Lake Tribune Monday, June 4, 1984

3.475 billion hectares [8.6- billion ______________________________ June_4,_i98_
acres] of the world's range, rain-fed
cropland and irrigated land - an1
area approximately the si2e of
North and South America combined I
- is affected by desertification." Sen
wrote Mostafa Tolba, executive di- son
rector of the U. N. Environment and
Program. gre

Tolba's report, "Harvest of Dust," higt
found that each year, 51.9 million city
acres on the planet are "reduced to a vi
state of near or complete useless- of f;
ness." Den

While desert expansion is most se- Was
vere in Third-World nations of Afri- necd
ca and Asia, the study said the prob- disa
lem is cropping up in industrialized wov
nations, inciuding Ehe United acace.-, C
the Soviet Union and Australia. not

The Worldwatch Institute. a my
Washington-based research organi- ac(
zation, reported this year in a book- la5
length study of global resource Ed
trends that overgrazing by cattle, del
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12 Apr@i 195.,

Environmental Plannin Hq.TAC/DEEV
Attn* t r. _ noton
Lanplay AFB. VA 23E65
Subj: roDosed expansion of the Kelrose bcnbin Range

As an owner of mineral rights in hoosevelt County, I am bitterly opposed
to the theft of land by the Air Force without notification or considera-
tion of the owners of such rights. Especially when the Government now
owns thousands and thousands of suitable acres of land, making it en-
tirely unnecessary to expend untold sums of money to rout rancners and
landowners for subject expansion.

The Air Force har an alternatt plan, as oresented in the Federal Register
of 9 June 1980i to continue uslnf the presert range; chsn ' ine Melrose
Range; and conducting traininp on other military ranges.

5 1Shculd the Air Force confiscate this land, we are rocbed of any potentiall-
gain from ownership of mineral rights. The land they propose to take is

0 choice range and farm land, class 1 area for future oil and gas resources.
- Also, this action is not in compliance with the Nationai Farm Land Pro- 0
O tection Policy Act.

I see no point in destroying tax base, reroutinz mail, roads, relocating
a cemetery and disruptinE telephone and gas distribution lines when a
better alternative has been surpested. The Government owns far too muct
land now in the Western States.

The I.R. Greathouse family homesteaded in Roosevelt County in 1907, main-
taining the Greathouse Ranch until it was sold in 1958 with mineral
rights retained for heirs of the original owners.

I would appreciate your checkinp into this matter and usinp your influence
to stop this outrage, by use of existing facilities by the Air Force.

I an sendin. copies of this letter as indicated below.

Thank you.

Margaret Greathouse Wagner
229 West 1060 South
Orem, Utah 84058

President Ronald Reagan Representative Manuel Lujan
Senator Jake Garr Representative James Hansen
Senator Orrin Hatch Representative Howard Nielson
Senator Pete Domenici Secretary of Interior William Clark
Senator Jeff Bingamon Attn: Carol Eallelt,
Representative Joe Skeen Western Region Special Assistant
Representative 31I1 Richar so-' National Enquirer Inc., Lantana, Fla 3),64
Representative Dan Varrict
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June 6, 1914

Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEWV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton,

This letter is in response to the draft environmental impact statement
(DEIS) for the expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range, Curry and
Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico. I would like to go on record as being
opposed to the expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range.

After careful study of this DEIS, I have found the Air Force totally
biased in the examination of the socio-economic impacts resulting from
their proposed expansion. I believe this DEIS is a failure because of:

I. lack of adequate criteria for proper evaluation of the area,2. non-compliance with the intent of the law, National Environmental I cJ2. Policy Act (NEPA),I =

-j I 3. disregard for the Class I mineral resources underlying the I)QMelrose area, 
-

4. lack of consideration for alternative sites.

It is evident that your research was superficially conducted in order to -

justify the proposed expansion of the bombing range and minimally comply
with NEPA regulations. I receilred a copy of your cover letter with the

__ DEIS you sent me. The letter was dated March 5, while I received the DEIS
on May 29. The letter gave no indication of when public comment was due, and '

"

it failed to mention that the 45-day limit has been extended.

Your comments on alternative sites are so brief that it seems obvious that
I they were included only because NEPA requires it. The federally owned
I Lon-Mesa alternative should be more seriously investigated. Since most of [ -
the Lon-Mesa area is public land, conflicts over mineral resources,
farmland, and ranchland will be avoided.

Other research in This DEIS, such as the impact to existing privately-held
mineral rights, was poorly conducted. The methods for exploring and
evaluating the class I gas and oil resources were outdated and
insufficient.

I feel that the superficial compliance with NEPA regulations is a discredit
to the Air Force. The proposal for expansion of the Melrose Range should
be dismissed.

S incere Ly,

Monica Nichols
780 Tidwell Road
Alpharetta, CeorgiLa 30201 A-171



June 6, 1984

* Environmental Planning
Attn: Mr. Shotton
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and Col. Kenneth Ratcliff, USAF, Hearing Officer

Dear Sirs: DEIS, Melrose Bombing Range Proposed Expansion

First, let me say that I am for a strong defense of America.
While I may not be qualified about the serious need to expand the
present 22,120 Acre Melrose Bombing Range, I am qualified on the
adverse economic impact the expansion will have on the Floyd
school and even on the lives of people in the Floyd area. I
would honor the Air Force's alternatives they gave in the original
announcement in the Federal Register, June 9, 1980.

If the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range is accomplished, the Ifl-
Floyd School will be unable to continue under that type of economicI-
stress. The School has already suffered in growth and revenue from
the existing range.

The vast amount of land the Air Force is asking for would be ten
times the size as the size of their original range. It would mean
taking good agriculture land, both range land and farming, some
of which is irrigated. It would mean the loss of potential oil 0D

U and gas resource area which could furnish revenue to the entire
State of New Mexico.

Oil companies presently hold many oil and gas leases in Western
Roosevelt County, some of which are even in the proposed expansion
area. The individual quoted in the DEIS was not the authority,
at Least should ,N not -have been the only source, regarding the
evaluation of the oil and gas projections, and was to my knowledge
not connected with any company or agency. The Bureau of Mines
and Minerals, at Socorro, NM and the large leasing firms should
ihave been used for the reference material concerning the potential
o-f oil and gas in Western Roosevelt County. This will be a great
economic source to the entire State. The are two gas wells west
of the present bombing range waiting for future development of
additional wells in that immediate area.

It would be tragic for the Floyd School to close as it is one of
Ithe first rural consolidated schools in the nation. The consoli-
dation was subject of a landmark decision, in the courts, confirm-
ing the legality of tax money being used for transportation of
children to school.

If a larger bombing range is essential to the training program
of Cannon Air Force Base, there is a site referred to in the EIS.
it is indicated it well could be a desirable site and would be
very little, if any more, flight time from the base to the range.
It is even, either in or extremely close to the Military Operation -

Area that thL planes from CAAB presently are using. As described
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Environmental Planning & Public Hearing
June 6, 1984
Page 2

in the DEIS, this area is 75% Federally owned, 20% State-owned,
and 5% privately-owned. Perhaps the State Land Commissioner
would be agreeable to trade that State-owned land for some of
the acreage at the present Melrose Bombing Range and help both
parties. This alternate site known as LON-MESA area would even
provide ample expansion in the future if the Air Force needed
a larger site then.

My prediction that the 54,496 Acre (DEIS figure) expansion of
the Melrose Bombing Range would cause the Floyd School to close
is made from my knowlege of the distribution formula of school
funds in New Mexico. I was a member of the State Senate for
20 years and was chairman of the Education Committee for about
half of that time. I was sponsor of the legislation creating
the School Study Committee. I was chairman of the committee
during the process of creating the distribution formula.

When a school declines in enrollment below a certain level it
reaches a point where it can no longer make a viable budget.
The expansion of the Melrose Range would be certain to contribute
to such a decline. Monetary compensation alone cannot substain
a good school.

We just think it is unnecessary to make the expansion at the
expense of the Floyd Consolidated Schools.

It is my hope that a serious look at several alternatives be
looked at before the final decision on MBR is too hurriedly
made.

Respectively yours,

R. C. "Ike" Morgan
1311 West 17th Lane
Portales, New Mexico 88130

cc: All the New Mexico Congressional Delegation
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June lst.1984

Enviromvntal Planning
Attn:Mr.Shotton
HQ. TAC/DEEV
Langley, AFB,VA.23665

Dear Mr.Shotton,
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NUiL"'0S3 DOiX.-4G ?.A'Gi P 10POF37D LAAT FACTS u luJEQLII!

Thei 11. q. A~r Forc-, prmposed, -*n ivh2 Foed-.ral ?-_-gL., er o.June a 9, 193. LO L V 4-
tha siz i of the ;:elro:;e liombiog Raaga vhich is located southw,431t of N'Aros.t,
that. baing nort~1w4.25 of Porcal.;, 1-'e 'Aie:ico, i -n Rooisavclt Councy. Th-..; i LI
be '012 third time cty hava "~c~iuir-d land. They l.ant to add 5^,227 acre ; mo-_
to cha pez-2n. ran-a of 22,043 ic.~.Tha proposad 3xpan:ion consi, t3- ot apo'COX-
imately 75% p~ivataly owmad land1 and 25% Stat- owned land.

THE EFFECTiS OF THIS PROPOSED EXPANSTOI!

LAND: Th,; ex~pansion includJe:3 f.-ood icarming and prima ranich land.
Tha2 addition wil ake_ lend iLromf third and tourth genaration fam-12.n.
Ovet- 35 .lando=ners are involv2d and ar 1-zasc six _'a; 1 Clliao will b- 'oc..l~
to move froni thair homes.
Thereu ara trivaty-Zour imrigition c-.rclJ.s w~thLn tli._ proposed exan.ioi.
Th:! expans.-ion v-11 ba sl i~ u,-. :.iosz ranchvis, re'ducing producniVICy.

TAXES, Proparty tax to Roosavelt Counvy Will b, ut
Roooavelt General osi;lta,4 *L.!vy w-11 ha cut.
Reduces the LEUCure bonding capacity of flous.velt County.
Pres'ent bond iridabtedniess, oZ th-2 Floyd School District, will ),. in.tar-
rupted and thus place an etra burden on the remaining propirty 01,7narz*;.
Rieduces tha iucure bondino capacit:y for the Floyd School System.
Tha expansion vilt take2 Stac.. Trusc ILand.s which contribute mne tco
p)ublic schools and univ ersQties.

OIL. Thi expimnsln i;n -. udos 522 27 acr-- which is 'kno-Un as Class I Area _'Ur
4-uturae oil and _1;a rasourvas.
I'o nacural ge s v2113 ar. vjrithia a~ short distance of the range .
Vcew Producing oil wel, th coiltinua c~o locatt cl~oser,

0i 1 va~ing is v.~ry activa --A thits are a and includes leasing and sa-ismro.-
graphing- within tl-, propo.;e:d *--pans-lii property.
One wildcat we.ll, n-tar che 2 ni: boundry, contained sand t~ar,-.

M TRUCTIONS: TPio counity road:;, tun -ml e ; at pavemuent, .-ill have to ..2 re-rout-ad.
The U.S. North Star NIail. "outa, out: o-' 2lida, Mi1, will be! mfltariu:)cac.
RoosOvelt Cou~nty Rural Telephon3 Coop's syotnnt w±1l b-. 4intarruptad.
The expansiori w_-tl -'nt.!rruj)t the gas di1stribution.-pipe I.i-n-a- of the :a:;t:ern
Pali ilexico Gas As3 'n% which runs; f rom Ft. Sumnar, Nil -to Portales, Mi1.
Pos31bility of relocating th ,Benson Cematery which lies within tha area.

C ONO E RNS Th.-~ security of land to ha lolhiaritad by our children.
Ef fect on the golden eagles that nes-t ini the -,pansioni avrea.
Do we honestly Ahiiak this will. be chea lasc !,npansion in Roosevel-t County?
Allowance for inflation factor, !a~nd valua Wncrease, interest on money
and credit, if land is condrmned.
Overlooking an oil. and gas resourca area for our National Dafensa?
Negl-icting to usa Fedaral Land for the _-xpansion -a,- 'N11 has 34% F. de-r.a

How dc.es! tviis expansion co..mpara with t:he- Air Forc3's al cern-a tive p1lan
o nthe.r locationt, -as given in th3 Federal Register oZ June 9, 1920?

Attitude of youth about Amertica when the Federal Government. tak-_s privatt.:
land, 2or questionable zxpansion3, when Fedaral Land i.s accassible,?
Taking one-fourth of the lapid away fromn tha- Fl.oyd School District?
Interrtipt M11 Boy.; Ranch plans L'or a sateLlitei program, at the histori.c
H!art R~anch, for 2.4 naedy boys.
No restriction of "air spria exlstzs now, for tha aircral~c to In'xineuvcta
$13f13ly and properly in thzir trainingy exercises at th,! M1R?
ilould purchasing 52,227 acr&s, f-or this; expansion, be visa daz..n.x;5pn.1L

A175



Envi r-onmen tal. P] ann i ng H!
TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 2366b
Attn: Mr. Lewis R. Shotten

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Expansion of Ie]rose Air Force Bombing Range

Thu purpose o+ this letter is to comment on the D)raft
Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed expansion of
the Melrose Air Force Bombing Range. While expansion of the
training facilities is undoubtedly needed, the method by
which the decision Lo expand the existing range was reached
is seriously deficient. The premature abandonment of a
pruefrable a] ternative resulted in misdirection of the entire
e':pnsion program. Several important objections to expansion
of the ogisLing range were overloooked or dismissed.
Elimination of w.ater sources is erroneously assumed to be
able to be correc:ted by simple transfer of water rights.
Acquisition of part of the holdings of a rancher is assumed
not to af+ect the remainder. This paper will show that:

1) abandonment of the LON-MESA alternative was a poor
decision, and that the decision was not based on
appropriate criteria,

2) the environmental effects of shutting down irrigation
wells have not been properly assessed;

3) the public interest has been disregarded in choosing
the proposed alternative;

4) that the LON-lESA alternative in a modified form
should be reconsidered for reasons of cost, improved
training, and lessened environmental impact.

Subject Impact Statement (EIS) proposes and purports to make
a case for expansi on of the existi ng Melrose Air Force
Bombing and Gurirte-y Range. The need for expanded area for
target3ng of simulated nuclear and conventional air-to-
surfac weapons im :learly demonstrated. Advanced technology
has overwhelmed lhe cur'renL range, and training opportunities
are being spvpre] y limited. Two primary sites received major
considerat iion for the proposed expansion of facilities.

1) Expansion oF the current facility, and
2) a second site referred to as LON-HESA.

Of the twol the siLe at LON-MESA is demonstrably the better
ti-aining site, inasmuch as fewer limitations on maneuver and
approach would be levied on aircraft; additionally, the site
could be immediately expanded to {our times the area without
impact on surrounding Jands, because of the paucity of
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dc'e]opment ir the aru a. Thu reason given + or eliminating
thu LON-MESA area From consideration, and going ahead with
e. ;,ponsion of the Melrose Range, is a letter from the
Darector, Air Route 1raffic Control Center, Albuquerque.
i he letter, dated 24 June J981, is a response to a letter
irom Commander ,27th Tactical Fighter Wing, da - d J2 June 81;
hLubject, Relocation of Melrose Bombing Range. That letter is
rot included, so that we do not know what information was
given to the Federal A.iaticn A-,thority an to the
consequences of an adverse report. We do know that the FAA
+roquently c:hanges air" traffic routes if good reason is given
for the change request. In this case, the matter was not

-pursued. Ihe FAA stLatemernt that the ruutes could not be
r'I relocated was taken to be suff ic(ent reason to drop theinvestigation of this alternative.,

The letter -from the FAA states in part: "The proposed LON-
MESA si te would completely blok V68-Y83 and V68-V83E ........
.. realignment completely out of the question...existing BEAK
A and PECOS MOAs." In the next paragraph, it goes on:
"..close prox.imity to Roswell.-comple'ity of departures
proceeding to northwest and arr'ivals de.scerding from the
northeast." The complete letter is on Page D--53.;, Ref .M24 of
the Draft ElS, and is the sole reason given for abandoning
the possible use of 4ON-MESA.

A casual reading of the draft EIS shows disregard for any
impact on the people who would have their property taken
because of this second round of ex pansion of Melrose Bombing
Range. Closer scrutiny of the documents indicates a lack of
understandirg of the environment of the lands to be taker;
the statements made about rebuilding the water resource are
laughable to anyone who hes spent any time in that area. The
EIS proposes shutting down 24 irrigation wells in an area
where deve]opment is dictated by the avai]ability of water.
The effect of this lengthy and poor]y researched program will
be to convert pr'oductive land to its previous arid state,
taking years to replace the native grasses. The economic
impact will be to eliminate a key part of the interlocking
ecology of the ranches of which the irrigated arid inhabited
part is an irreplaceable central .feature. Wi-thout the
watered portion, the dry portion cannot support cattle year
round; without people in attendance, the area will revert to
sandhills like those to the north and east of the range,
where the land was similarly abandoned a.ter having been
plowed--at least 50 years ago. The lesson is plain, to those
who will try to understand it.
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To remove the water *From land in the Llano Estacado is to
remove useful li.fe from it. To shut off the water from the
land without compensating the rancher for the full market
value of his entire holdings forces him to give up the
remainder without compensation anywhere near its former
value. The suggest or, is made that "the Air" Force could
relinquish its acquired water rights". ... "Construction of new
wells outside of the proposed range boundary may be a means
of replaring lost water sources." These statements show an
abysmal ignorance of the +facts of li'fe and the ecological
fabric of th. Llano Estacado. If more water sources were
available, they would already have been developed. This is
in a fringe area of the Oglalla Reservoir, and the likelihood
of finding replacement water is extremely small. A number of
the offices solicited in the original fact-finding attempted
to outline the value of these areas. Their reasoned
statements apparently did not carry the force of the one line
in the FAA letter: "...out of the question to realign..".
Without pursuing the matter further, the decision was made to
triple the area of the Melrose Range +or the second time,
casting aside the primarily government-owned LON-MESA area on. the West side of the Fecos Military Operating Area (HOA).

To further strain credulity, we are asked to believe the FAA
lettur's staLement that airliners descending on a tangential
route 50 miles away at closest point of approach would be
incorvenienced by military traffic in the PECOS HOA. If the
civilian pilots on V-278 who must now go around R-5104 A and

- -5105 to get .from Clovis or Tegi co to Albuquerque and points
O west are not overly concerned by the 5 mile CPA, then why

shou]d an airliner descending into Poswell be concerned about r)
"practice tactical munitions 50 miles away '? Similarly, when I
thin., of the noise-abatement contortions urdetgone by traific
flying out of Washington National Airport, and compare that
to the FAA concern (Ref 24, para. 2) +or the complicated
procedures required to take off and proceed on 3%' degrees to
miss an operaLi ng area bearing 315 degrees at 50 to 60 miles,
I have the feeling that part of the story is m. s.ing.
"eight families to be reloca'ted..." A total of 77,000 acres
Laken out of productior. "..The gas pipeline..will be
never,d and abondonod Mn p30LO.... el ectricity... phone
lines. .severed and abandoned in place..". Al1 this because
the FAA said "out of the question..all users of that airspace
would be inconvenienced..". The identity of those users who
would be inconvenienced remains a mystery if we do not pursue
the question, because the EIS drops the matter , and in .fact
only considered the expansion of the Melrose Range from that
point forward. (EIS, page 8)
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The relocation of R-5104 and R-5105 to a site between MESA
and Corona (LON is not shown on current fiight charts) would

entail moving the range -from the Eastern, populated and
developed, side of the Pecos East MOA to the Western side of
the contiguous Pecos West MOA. This unpopulated, primarily
government-owned land, and Air--Force (Cannon AFB)-controlled
air-space is currently in use for training pilots, and is the
PECOS MOA indicated by the FAA in its response to the 1981
letter. If we are to believe the EIS, it is preferable to

expand an already crowded Melrose Bombing Range by moving out
families and abandoning developed land rather than

inconvenience the "users of that airspace..." i.e., the Air
Force pilots who may be training in the PECOS MOA using
Instrument Route(lR) 113 or IR-133, which wander through the
area without defined origin or destination, and which are
subject to change every 5 6 days.

The 1ON-MESA site is 90 miles from CANNON AFB, and is thus

well within the 250 nm radius stated to be appropriate for

-Itraining. It is wasteland for all practical purposes, owned
75. by the U. S. Government, 20% by the State of New Mexico, _
aind 5% privaLe ownership. If it had any water resources, it
would be developed. No adverse impact was .found on hunting
or wildlife. Only those mysterious acronyms for air traffic

routes kept this site from being selected, because the cost
oF acquUsi Li on is 'lower, the environmental impact is less,
the potential for future bombing range expansion is higher-,

and the area is free fr-om .light restrictions. The Routes
affected are "VP--V83 and V68-V83E." The study is out of
date now, because it appears that V68-V83E no longer exists,
and V29J .s in the place where one assumes V68-V83E must have
been when Lhe study was made. Of course the Air Force would
not know that, since the study of that site was abandoned in
1991. if one asked the same question now ,--and the EIS

neglects to tell us what question was asked; the reference
line of Ref 124 .indicates that a letter was sent to the ARTCC
in Albuquerque on 6/12/01--the answer might be different.
The FAA is required to coordinate the use of air space by
civilian craft with the restrictions imposed by the military
use Y- adjacent air space. The FAA letter indicates that
closure of the space between two military Operating
Ar.Pw(-MOAs)--DEAIV A, Dnd PECOS--is out of the quenLiun. What

jit does not indicate is the fact that the Bombing Range could

be re]ocaLed to a few miles north of the choke ooint, and not
_ idisturb any existing civilian airways. V264 cuts across the

1northwest corner of the 20 mile buff-er- zone; V 291 is south

*of the buf fer about three miles, and the main route between __

IRoswell1 and Albuquerque in 8 to 15 miles south of the
1proposed buffer zone.
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The land on the West side of Pecos MOA is primarily
government-owned, and its acquisition would be very neAny

cost free. The EIS tells us that there is a problem with

overflying populated areas at low level. The PECOS 4est 1'10

has no problem with population--it is sand scrub,, almost

totally unpopulated. Even the village of LON appqgs tq ham'e

disintegrated, since it is no longer on the fli~gjk i.,--.

The R-5104/R-5105 10-mile square impact site can- b p placed
with its uorder parallel to and at least IT 'li4 from a
direct line between Corona (the Intermedit-_,RTAC on
V 68--83) and Roswel'l. This places it north of the border of
Pecos West MOA and Pecos South MOA, mostly in the PECOS West
area, with about half the buffer area lying outside it to the
west. The CPA to V291 is about 2 miles from the westernmost
extremity of this suggested LON-MESA (redefined) site. This

redefined LON-MESA site is open on all sides for at least 30
nm, allowing the desired unrestricted delivery trajectoriew,
It leaves a corroidr 17 miles wide between PECOS and BEAK A.
.OAs for air traffic from Roswell to Albuquerque without
srealignment of any air traffic routes. The road now in place
will be needed .For target placement and ingress of range
personnel. A replacement road (Vaughn-Roswell) can go around
the nortlv side of the impact area. The current Bombing Range
area will be available to replace the PECOS MOA area taken
for impact range. Presumably thseCannon Air Traffic Control
(ATC) can handle the coordination of air traffic required for
the training routes inside the HI'O, inc.Luding AR-602, the
air-to-air refuelling route the FAA chief was concerned about
(Para. 3, Ref. 24). Civilian traffic would be, well outside
the MOA, as is now the case.

The Air Force was asked by competent authority to reconsider
its choice: Governor Bruce King's office of the Department of
Finance and Administration (Ref 52) and the Department of
Agriculture (Ref #9) both state their objections. If the
cursory treatment given the alternatives, and the casual way
in which the objections to expansion of the Melrose Range are
disregarded is indicative of the regard of the Air Force for
the intent of Congress in environmental and socio-political
matters, then I will have to abandon my long-held respect for
that Service. The manner in which this decision has been
taken casts the Air Force in a very poor light.

In conclusion: this Draft EIS subverts the intent of the EIS
process. Neither criteria nor weighting factors were stated.
Not all affected property owners have been identified and
notified. Potentially, use of my property is being denied
me; if I did not have relatives in the area, I would riot have
known that I had lost the potential for development of my
mineral rights. No procedure, person, address, or date +or
submission of comments is provided. Thus, it appears



that the EIS is being used to select some of the facts,
dismiss any adver se impact, and support the desired
conclusion, elim nating any decisions based on the
impact. This makes a moclkery Wf the process, and brings
ridicule upon the Air Force. I can on)y hope this is an
isolated instance, and that the decision will be ree'ceamined,
this time with an unbiased and knowledgeable research team
wtth some regard for the human impact of: their work.

Siricer ] y,

Robert E. Russe]l
13T5 Skyline Drive
Piano, Texas 75074
CC: Honorable Senator Pete Domenici

Honorable Senator Jef+ Bingaman
Representative Joe Skeen
Representative Bill Richardson
Governor Tony Anaya
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NEW MEXICO,:,
* BOYS

April 11, 1984R NC
O RANCH

Environmental Planning a f r z
HQ TAC/DEEV IL
Attention: Mr. Shutton
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665 RAN. ..

Boys Ranch, New Mexico 87002Dear Mr. Shutton, (505) 864-2177 or 865-9780

The New Mexi:o Boys Ranch was chartered as a non- OFFICERS
J.D. RATLIFF

profit, 24 hour child care facility for abandoned, PsIDEN
abused, neglected and orphaned boys in 1944. Since CLOVIS EVANSVICE PRESIDENT

our inception we have experienced much more demand BARBARA NCHOLSON
for our services than we have been able to provide. TREASURER
Three years ago in response to public pressure to MICHAELH. KULL
help more children the Board of Directors expanded DIRECTORS
our program and facilities to include the New Mexico J.A. MAYGirls Ranch near Santa Fe at Lamy, New Mexico, the FARMINGTON

TED A. BONNELLHart Youth Ranch near Melrose, New Mexico and Fami- cuLOUCROFT
lies for Children - an adoption and foster home W.A. SUTERCLOVIS
placement agency in Albuquerque. We now have new ALBERTJ.MITCHELL
dorms under construction at the Girls Ranch and the ALBERTJEANENE ONDRIK
Hart Youth Ranch. When these new facilities are RICHARD GREGORY
completed we will be caring for about a hundred JACKSCROGGNS

ALBUOUEROUEchildren. All our facilities are built and operated J.B. TIDWELL
without the use of any county, state or federal HO8BS
monies. ALICE KINGSTANLEY

1984 ADVISORS
Because it has been four years since we have heard ROLAND&MARYPETrITT

LOS ALAMOSdirectly from the Air Force and the negative response YETTABIDEGAIN
of those contacted since 1980, we felt that the expan- MONTOYA

sion of the Melrose Air Force Range was no longer HARRY AEMI
being actively considered. Consequently, in late J.T. CLEGG
1983, the Board of Directors authorized the con- ALES

DR. & MRS. HOWARD LITTLEstruction of a $300,000.00 child care facility on sUcOARO
the Hart Youth Ranch. In light of our developm(nt MR & MRS GEORGE COLEMAN

FARMIN TONplans and the conflicting issues addressed in your RUTH FRYE
Draft Environmental Impact Statement I have the RUTH HORN

BILL CAPELSfollowing concerns: MARGARET CORNELL
DEBBIE.HAYS

PAULA KING
1. Safety: when completed the new cottage will WYNONARATLIFF• BARBARA SERNA

become the home of 10 to 12 minor children ALBUouERO E
with later possible expansion to care for LUCILLEGREEN
up to 24 children. On many occasions I have LEO MENDOZALos TJUIR!AS

observed very low flying aircraft passing CARL&OOOIHYREMBLY
directly over the area where the new cottage GAtt.JP
and complimentary livestock and recreation DR. JOHN MOORE

j 3 facilities are located. Based on what hap- 0 FRANKYOUNG
J pened to Alva J. Parker, how much danger are QUEST DANIELS

CARLSPAD

DAVE & MARGE PRUETT
, UCUMCARI

ALISON SANDERS
SANTA FrE

SAM & THELMA MURPHY
A r ']8 4 SILV '€ CITY

SANTIAGO MARQUEZ

a division of N.M. Boys Ranch Inc. SAUP YNO

CHARLES GIBSON
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the children being exposed to from accidents

all by the increased traffic and/or noise levels?
2. Compensation: one of the primary considerations

in building this facility on the Hart Ranch was
the concept that much of the cost of caring for
the children can be offset by the production and
sale of livestock. The ranch as it was received
from the Clovis National Bank and the Buela Hart
Miller estate only included approximately 5,800
acres. If the Air Force is successful in taking
the land indicated in the Environmental Impact
Statement it will diminish the ranch even further

-4 I  and consequently seriously reduce its earning -

capacity to an impractical level.
3. Lease back: I have discussed this possibility

with several individuals involved and tried to
determine both the possibility and probability
of this practice. Even the study seems self
contradictory. Will the Air Force guarantee a
lease back arrangement prior to settlement?
What would be the conditions of the lease?
Under what conditions would the lease be cancelled
or changed? All of these issues and concerns
would have to be addressed before a final deci-
sion could be made on the legal resistance to
the expansion.

4. Eagles: as you have indicated in your E.I.A.
report there are two Golden Eagles that return
to nest annually on section 32 of the Hart Youth
Ranch. The tree in which the nesting occurs is
within view of the old ranch house and new cot-
tage. On many occasions I have personally wit-
nessed along with other members of our staff low
flying aircraft fly directly over the nest. The
danger to the eagles is not the noise level as

0 indicated. The danger, both to the birds and -
the pilots is that of a midair collision. I
feel the Environmental Protection Agency should
pursue the Air Force with the same vigor and re-
solve that they have pursued the private business
and commercial sectors when the safety of Endan-
gered Species are in question. Would the Air 0

o Force give written guarantees of restricting the
air space over this area?

5. Water: in the production of beef, the distance
that cattle are forced to walk to water each day
has a direct bearinig on production. The two
wells that provide water for the western portion

-- of the Hart Youth Ranch are located on land that
the Air Force is trying to obtain. The loss of -

those wells would negatively impact our develop-
ment plans and production goals.
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6. Historical Significance: as indicated on page
D-17 of the E.I.A. report, the old ranch house
on the Hart Youth Ranch is the oldest inhabited
building in Curry County. We have planned from
the beginning of our acquisition of the property
to convert the old ranch house into a museum
and tribute to the Hart Family. Eventhough I
do not have scientific proof, I am convinced
-:hat the vibration caused from low flying air-
craft is contributing to the deterioration of
the old structure. I am confident electronic
monitoring would either confirm or deny these
suspicions.

, 7. Mineral Deposits: proper consideration must
be given to mineral development potential. Oil, -

gas, carbon dioxide, and potash have all been
located in the general vicinity. Also caliche
and gravel are produced nearby. The economic
impact of mineral development has been the life-
blood of many New Mexico counties, yet it is
treated as highly unlikely by the report, a
conclusion I don't feel is justified and must be
addressed.

8. Relocation Assistance: the financial assistance
figures you have quoted on pages 12, 13, and 14
of the E.I.A. report are ridiculously low and
outdated. In light of the economic circumstances
of the past fourteen years I would like some
realistic indication of the true cost and sub-
sequent reimbursement of such expense.

I have tried to limit my concerns to those areas that
have the most significant impact on our facility and
program. Eventhough I did not address such issues as
the impact on the local school system from the loss of
students and funding, loss of irrigated farm land, loss
of future mineral income to jtate and county, school
district and individuals, or the lack of concern for
Archaeological sights, I am still vitally concerned

- with them. I also want to note that developments on
; the property of the past two years were not addressed

by the report.

In conclusion, I feel the report is heavily slanted
toward the concerns of the Air Force and adequate con-
cern has not been given to the individuals, families,
corporations, ranches, wildlife, etc. that will be
adversely affected by the expansion. Further, adequate
financial data is almost nonexistent. What financial

< compensation will be allowed the families and corpora-
tions involved for loss of income, potential mineral
income, water rights, mineral rights, homes and other
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hard to replace appreciating assets? Adequate con- 0
sideration must also be given to such depreciation
assets as equipment, corrals, windmills, pumps,
sprinkler systems, etc. Until these concerns are
adequately addressed, we oppose the proposed expan-
sion as presented and ask that alternative "a" be
adopted to wit: "continue in the present status
and train within the limitations dictated by range
size constraints."

Even if the Air Force continues to operate the range
under its present size and training schedule, I

-- strongly recommend that the area directly over the
iBoys Ranch dorm and eagles nest be restricted from
low flying aircraft for reasons previously mentioned.

Sincerely yours,

Michael H. Kull

Executive Director

MHK/sa

cc: Senator Pete Domenici
405 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

cc: Senator Jeff Bingaman
502 Hart Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

cc: Rep. Joe Skeen
1007 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

cc: Rep. Bill Richardson
1610 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20510

cc: Jack Greathouse
1300 S. Globe
Portales, New Mexico 88130
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June 2, 1984

Environmental Planning

HQ TAC/DEEV
Attention: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and the Public Comment Hearing Officer

)ear Sirs: RE: DEIS on the proposed expansion ol the

Mel rose Bombing Range

A\fter reviewing the Dralt Environmientdl Impact Statement. ()EIS)
concerning the M:eI rose loning Range pri stnt I> loc ,Led in

,oosevelt iCou t), New Mexico, aid beiag a naL ive ol thal area

a :d owniing I .inand mineral righLs thi w Il be taken, in this

expansion, and future expansions, I feel that I must make the

fol lowing commenLts, ask some serious quest ions, and express the
fol lowing concerns:

I. FLOYD SCHOOL: On page twelve (12) of the DEIS 2.21.2

TAX REVENUE LOSS: "Department of Defense facilities do not

make payments "in lieu of" taxation, therefore the tax

revenue loss would be unmitigated. Slate action to rede-

fine school districts is one method to assist the Floyd

School District, but this would simply spread the revenue

loss equally among districts."

Is this saying that the Air Force would assist the State
in the problem of redistricting the area? Does this mean

you have already consulted the State and the School Districts

.bout such plans? Why wasn' th, pil posvd redistrictiiog

map not in the )EIS? If redistricting, is one method

to solve this problem according to tle DEIS, will Floyd

.1 School District receive part of the Portales School District?

Q Will the Floyd School District receive part of the Melrose

School District? Will the Floyd School District receive

part of the Elida School District? If the Melrose School
DistricL gives some to Floyd will Melrose receive some of

the Clovis School District? If El ida gives some to Floyd

will Elida take part of the D)ora School District? Just
where does Lhe redistricting stop?

is it lawful for another School District to inherit the

-- indebtedness of another school district?

Since the Floyd School District voted bonds for their

recent school construction will the remaining land owners

have to pay more, on their part icul.ar land, than they

- would have originally if land is "Lken away for the MBR

un expansion? And what about luLure borid issues at Floyd
if taxabl Iand is t:ken by the Air Forvve? This will

curtail the bonding capacity 01 the Floyd School District,
woul d it not?
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 2 FLOYD SCHOOL cont..

* At the Scoping Meeting, June 24, 1980, Melrose, New Mexico, on
the proposed expansion of the MBR, Mr. Wendell Best asked some
important questions about the Floyd School District, about the
amount of taxable land that will be removed, about the bonding
indebtedness, who pays off the cxisting bonds, "Will this be left
in the laps of the remaining people or what will happen here?"
Is it true the DEIS eid not address this issue? It appears that
I must have overlooked as how this issue was addressed after it
was called to the attention of the Air Force. Is it true the
DEIS did not comply with the CFR 40, Section 1501.7 Scoping
especially paragraph (2) "Determine the scope (§1508.25) and

J the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental -

impact statement."?

According to the Map on page 26, in the DEIS, the County Road
going due west of Floyd, New Mexico, to the De Baca County Line
or the west side of the Floyd School District, will not be
Irelocated. Thus, this particular road, which is also a school
bus road for the Floyd School system will remain in the expansion
area, known as a safety buffer zone. TV appears that there is

- a direct conflict of purpose in proposing the expansion. The
A Air Force desires to enhance the safety of the present MBR, yet

the DEIS shows that it is safe for a school bus to travel in
the safety buffer zone. Is it true the DEIS does not address
this issue? One would believe the boundry of a bombing range

* should be back one or two miles from any school bus route. Will
this be addressed in the final DEIS? Will the County Rd. 25,
west of Floyd remain in the buffer zone? The DEIS, page 25,
calls this road State Road 252. According to my information
State Road 252 runs north and south and is in De Baca County and
furthermore not involved in the proposed expansion. (My map
references are from the official Roswell Resource Area Map
published by the Roswell District BLM, Roswell, NM, and the
County Road Map of Roosevelt County, New Mexico)

Unless some type of redistricting of the Floyd School System is
accomplished, to secure both taxable property ind maintain the school
population, the Floyd School is doomed.

Why should the Air Force destroy a school, system when, in their
own words in the Federal Register, .June 9, 1980, it gives three (3)
alternatives rather than making the expansion.

2. MINERAL RIGHTS: On page twenty-nine (29) of the DEIS 4.4: EFFECTS
ON THE MINERAL RESOURCES: "The Air Force normally obtains surface
and subsurface mineral rights with any land purchase. This is the
intent with respect to the proposed expansion of Melrose Range,
The majority of mineral leasing would be on a no-surface-disturbance
lbasis." The DEIS did not explain how can I have access to the

- potential oil and gas minerals without disturbing the surface when cl
1drilling for those resources? This will mean that the 54,496.99
Acre proposed expansion will eliminate the development of a future
oil and gas resource area.
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Environmental Planning & Public Cowmeit
June 2, 1984
Page 3 MINERAL RIGHTS con.t.

The DEIS, as I understand it, denies me the privilege to
explore for oil and gas, let alone drill a well. The Air
Force once denied seismographing on the buffer zone of the
present MBR. (Reference of this denial was in a letter
dated 25 Se'ptember 1981, Colonel George H. Tissaw, Chief,
Real Property Division, Directorate of Engineering and
Services, to Rogers Exploration, Inc.) This denial of
exploration even hindered exploration of adjacent land
to the existing MBR as this particular seismographing
project was to go from Roosevelt County into De Baca County
to an existing gas well located in eastern De Baca County.
The DEIS mentions that slant drilling would require approval
from the range commander. lf my mineral right is subsurface
right only (I own the mineral but not the surface) and is
two miles within the new proposed extension boundry, does
the DEIS address of how 1 can have access to oil and gas
potential?

Is it true the DEIS omitted one important land owners name
trom the detailed list of land owners, that being the State
of New Mexico, State Land Commissioner? Is it true the DEIS
omitted, entirely, the names and addresses of the mineral G-0
right owners? Is it true the DElS does not state that the
owners ot subsurface rights will receive fair compensation
for such ownership?

3. OIL AND GAS RESOURCES: The DEIS coverage of oil and gas
resources is very inadequate and incomplete. A very out-
standing example of why I say this is the fact that the
Air Force, at CAAB,, had in their possession a letter from
the State of New Mexico's State Planning Division whic-h gave
the following statement; "On tile 1974 map, "The Future of
New Mexico Oil and Gas Resources," produced by the New Mexico
Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources, we found that this
whole region involved is a Class I exploration area for oil
and gas." Is it true the DEIS did not have a copy of this
map? Is it true that this is in violation of 40 CFR, Section
1501.1 Purpose, paragraph (b) "Emphasizing cooperative consul- .

tation among agencies before the environmental impact state-
ment is prepared rather than submission of adversary commenLs
on a completed document."

The future does not look good foe the State of New Mexico's
energy resources. According to a draft report from the
State's Energy arid Mineral Department most of the engery
resources tlhat generate income for state government in New
Mexico will, be depLeted by the year 2000. A U. S. Geological
Survey estimates: "At least half a dozen basins have the
source rock, reservoir rock and maturiry to produce signifi-
cant amounts of oil and gas, and they arc virtually unexplored."
The Melrose Bombing Range and the surro~inding area is Class I
exploration area for oil and gas. 'I CANNOT IGNORE THIS
POTENTIAL FOR FUTURE ENERGY AND ESPECIALLY FROM THE STAND-
POINT OF A REVENUE SOURCE FOR NEW MEXICO.
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 4 DUE PROCESS OF LAW

4 4. DUE PROCEISS OF LAW: The Bill of Rights of the Consti-

tution of the United States, Article V, guara'ntees I
would not'"-----be deprived of life, liberty, or property,
without due process of law-----."

Did the Draft Enviromental Impact Statement for the MBR

comply with the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR, 1502.1I

(f), since this document WAS NOT DATED? The DEIS did not

have a "letter of instruction" or directions as to the

Federal Register reference, the comment period, or the name

and address of where comments were to be sent. There are

many other, documented, cases where citizens received a

copy of the DEIS without it being dated, without the
comment period time, and without the name and address of

where to send comment. My point is that my lack of the

required information, which is supposed to be a part of

the Official Document, is not an isolated case. Libraries

even had copies of the DEIS without the required information.

After reading the Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR,

1500.5 Reducing Delay, I question the due process of law

being met. Is the DEIS in direct violation of the National

Environmental Policy Act? The transcript, of the Scoping

Meeting at Melrose, NM, June 24, 1980, gives the information,

and being present also, that Mr. Shotton when asked about

the DEIS gave this information; "if the Air Force decides

that a full environmental statement process is required,

announcement will be made one way or the other by January

of next year, 1981." Is it true the Air Force complied

_ Iwith 40 CFR, 1500.5 Reducing Delay when it has been nearly
)" ifour (4) years since the Scoping Meeting (June 24, 1980)

and the most recent letter, in the DEIS, page D-53, Ref. #24, .

is dated June 24, 1981? The Air Force also had knowledge

of our interest in the time-table for this process. The

Scoping Meeting transcript even quoted Senator Pete Domenici's

Field Rcpresentative, Mr. Poe Corn as; "I have two questions.

Number one, I think, also, the people of the community here

have a right to know, at least from the financing standpoint

and their concern, on some type of milestone schedule that

you must have in your planning, for their information. And

secondly, how would the people here that are involved be

kept informed on a timely basis as to what is transpiring?"

A letter signed by F. W. Husmann, Colonel, USFA, dated

March 20, 1981, to Jack Greathouse, stated: "The target

date for completion of the environmental impact analysis

is Spring 1981." We took that letter very seriously.

And now I am very serious about the March 1984 release of

the DEIS as being a delay and in violation of the NEPA.
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 5

5. BENSON CEMETERY: The map the Air Force presented at
the Melr6se Scoping Meeting, June 24, 1980, included
the Benson Cemetery in the proposed expansion area.

- The DEIS map is not clear enough to show whether or
not the Benson Cemetery was eliminated from the expansion
area. The text of the DEIS does. not say if the
boundry was adjusted or not. There are soldiers from
World War 1, World War II, and the Korean Conflict buried
at Benson. Will these graves be relocated if the proposed
expansion is made?

6. PAYMENT: If this MBR acquisition of land and mineral
'p rights is made, will it take forty (40) years to receive
4. compensation like the ranchers at White Sands?

How many more years of deficit spending can America afford?
The use of Federally owned land, land of less value, land
of fewer improvements, perhaps no homes to relocate, no
farmland, etc. would most certainly cost less than the
proposed expansion in Roosevelt and Curty counties.

My greatest concern is that this is -the t hixd time the Aix Eoxce
will be taking land for .the Melrose Bombing Range. It is difficult A
to understand why they need ten times the size as their original
range. Air Force planes have sophisticated .anti-sa-tellite
weapons, airborne electronic devices, and' adv~anced computer
graphics and data systems. The planes sho,uld become mote pmecise A
and perhaps not need as much area.

Since the Federal Government owns 34% of-my S:taote (NewJMexico) I
am opposed to one more acre of privately own:ed:Land -t.aken by et:e. =
If CAAB has to have a larger bombing range th.en .it -shouid-be -in
an area where they can expand every ten (I0) -years as they have
historically done. That area could very well -be on Fed-e-rally
owned land and easily accessable for the pl.anes at CAAB.

I appreciate the opportunity to make comments 'to the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Betty eathouse
1300 South Globe Ave.
Portales, NM 88130

cc: Senator Pete Domenici
405 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20510

Senator Jeff Bingaman

502 Hart Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20510
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment. June 2, 1984

Page 6 cc: dont.

Rep. Joe Skeen
1007 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20515

Rep. Bill Richardson
1610 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20515

Rep. Manual Lujan
1323 House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Governor Toney Anaya
Office of the Governor
4th Floor, State Capitol Bldg.
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501
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r.ils. This BKcck of Fed~r.1 Land is known .as the Bv. -eta "-rant, or
the Sive!etia ,1.:_.e Refuae, The! is : total of ap':r;_.*t Ly 2rK , CC
-cree of icnd thrt wa- dcn.t-d to the Federal Gov'rn:.e:1 t ii 197C fron,
the -ener&l Tom Cam )ell Fzttae. Oernral Ca::i'ell ,a fo-merly he?? cf
the D, ar:r,nt of the interior m.n,: years a;To, .rd donated this land to
the Deprtrent of the interior t, ertoblish z l1i1fe 7of,_-. Sinca 197C
this lend h-- 4'n tct lly ,asted federai l ne, in a cnretaker st.tus with
three exployees. It is divided 1n.c tw- sectionr bseec'ed by thp io
Grande R.ver. It is ;reiorl aty fiat :.esa 1-nd with no water, no
widlife, because they cannot survive without water and have left the
area or died f'r lack of water. Conrriesv will not appropriate moiey to
develop water for wildlife and in 19SO the Dep.rtmnent of the interior
pro oeed rcturning the land bac, to the Camp ,ell Estate except for a Bird
Refuge Area along the Rio Grande liver. it has been discussed In detail
for many years as to how this quarter of a million acres (Plus) could be
uti-ied. In 1!98C we sugrested at a Werlnr in Las Crucs N w "'xico
ch-i:'ed v; N, Kric Xc Srn tor 7-te D (.rn~c'1 that this Grant be util.12ed
-y some Feieral A-ency because it is abeulutely sensless to allow such a
l.orge tract cf L.ne _ie w stelss. No., i co not kno the bureaucracy
invclved byt why coulen't the Desartmr.ent of the Air Force ask the De-, rt rnt
of the interior for rernissicn tc establish a 25 X 25 square mile area of
thia wasted Federal Land to e,tabl ish a ?o"bin- Ranie anA leave this
Melrose Bombing Range to the Farmers and Rancher. who own this -and alone.
You are only fooln yourselves when yo; tell us that "there will be no
further expansion" in future years. In :" many years of dealin with
various Federal Agencies you 1 se all credlbility as f r as the public is
concernee when statezents like this &re ex7-reosed and the eytrenaly -oor
;rese,-tio.. are rade in a very sensitive m-tter concernin. the "roots"
of many families. In my case, I reside in this pro'.e.sed ex.-nsion area,
1 kno4, that you cannot control the noise, and with acceler.-ted use of the
rane ny many other 1roups ufpri- a- with the area, the chances of ac-
cidnts im manyfold. Members of ry family home "e-ded this area in 1907
and till ret___ ow~ey-. i- of t is land.
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It was eucested many tines last week that the Lon-!esa Site be used
fc- an xpan-ed Borb.- Ean;e and if your fl:ures are corrcct, 75, of
this area is Fe eral Lbnd acminirtrated : the ure-u cf Land Panaze*.ent.
There se ms to be a irreat reluctance on the nart cf the Dena: t fnt of
t e Air Force to c-.mmunicate with other Federal Azencles like the Deza t,,
n. of i r, Fi-h and lilil'fe, or the Bureau of Land Xanae.zent
concerning uti_.zaior. of Federal Land. As taxpayers who deplore acquici-
tion of more private lane, . the Fe eral Govern.,ent when there is so
much Federal Land not being properly u ilized we Pay to you 'overcome the
mncr FAA problem concerning t-:e Air Route between boswell and Albuqu rque
and co:.municate with the Bureau of Land Mnazement concern! g th. la.;d

a- acqu .,ton you require and when future expansions are required, you can
ex-and utili!I Federal Land and not disrupt the lives and livelihool of -
many Varm-rancl rel ted fa:.ieE.

"e stronzly feel that the forthcon.ng Enviormental Impact St.a"tement
will be a ploy full of errcrs and no research done by qualified
personnel and we will have It ra-med down our throats with ma-.y hard
feeling. all around and t en in a couple of years .o thru this same
process when further expansion is required.

Very Tru-y yours,

. --own

Scuth star Rcute Box 206B
Taiban, N.M. 88134

P.S. Please k-ep me cn your mailing list!
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VAN SOELEN & GREIG
ATTORNEYS AT LAW

OTTO SMITII('093-19GI) 409 PILE STREET TELEPHONE 763-4428

ESTHER SMITH VAN SOCLCN P. O. BOX 1080 ARCA CODC 505

W. II. (iAL) GREIG CLOVIS, NEW MEXICO 88101

.April 6, 1984

Lewis R. Shotton
Headquarters TAC/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Dear Sir:

Frances L. Martin of Portales, New Mexico, is one of the landownersi
to be affected by the proposed expansion of Melrose Air Force Range in
Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico. The Environmental Impact
Statement, which has been filed, properly shows her as a land owner but*
ifails to take into account the water well situated in the Northwest

0Corner of the Southwest Quarter of Section 23, Township 1 South, Range
0 30 East, N.M.P.M. Please take appropriate action to correct this error.

Yours very truly,

VAN SOELEN & GREIG
/

By X/ ,4 - .L/C'.

EVS:kdl

cc: Frances L. Martin
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L~n v i r onlm ernt P1 a nn j n sj

LANGiLEY AFB, Va.

Dieer Mr . h* ut

T auni wrlin~ trio to r-rotest the fu~,her exrarsior; oP the

Me--l rose BoffiinA Ran,4a irn 111;w Me .icu. iMv Pther had writtLen

ietLers rlssht aft'ter World Wzi 11L~ LhUe Alf, Force Base~

reop'enied Y but now we feel (.hev are E~oirm.g 1.o tav+ F~j f .11, h u

exprnsion of over 100 tiua r e iles is nol y , ~ood f'or iLhe eiivi romrentL

or the tax, p'a .ers. Thek- have al read-z e-r-arided Lhe bc.ob i nil i a nr Ie

twice en~d that should be enomlh,

0Enclosed is a stetemiieL m~lde bv the En~vironmIrent Flanniin~

Anri help' vou can 'give on~ this would tie arciatedi

Si nierelt- Yours-

Sco'tL Whitvmn.ni

227-0 Alhalbra St.

Norcoy Cx1irf.
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NELROSE BOMBING RAIE PROPOSED EXPANSION FACTS & INFORiATION

The U. S. Air Force proposed, in the Federal Register of June 9, 19N0, to triple
the size of the i.elrose Bombing Range which is located southwest of Ielroae, Mi4

that being northwest of Portales, New Mexico, in Roosevelt County. This will
be the third time they have acquired land. They want to add 52,227 acres more
to the present range of 22,043 acres. The proposed expansion consists of approx-
imately 75% privately otmed land and 25% State owned land.

THE EFFECTS OF THIS PROPOSED EXPANSION

LAND: The expansion includes good farming and prime ranch land.
The addition will take land from third and fourth generation families.
Over 35 landowners are involved and at least six families will b.._ forced
to move from their homes.
There are twenty-four irrigation circles within the proposed expansion.
The expansion will. be "splitting up" :aost ranche;s, reducing productivity.

TAXES; Property tax to Roosevelt County will b-- cut.
Roosevelt Ceneral 1*sp4ta! tax icvy.-wil be cut.
Reduces the future bonding capacity of Roosevelt County.
Present bond indebtedness, of the Floyd School District, will be inter-
rupted and thus place an extra burden on the remaining property ownars.
Reduces the iuture bonding capacity for the Floyd School System.
The expansion will take State Trust Lands which contributs money to
public schools and universities.

OIL; The expansion includes 52,227 acres which is kno.m as Class I Area for
future oil and gas resources.
Two natural gas wells ara within a short distance of the range.
New producing oil wells, to the southeast, continue to locate closer,
moving towards, the I'elrose Bombing Range.
Oil leasing is very active in this area and includes leasing and seismo-
graphing within the proposed expansion property.
One wildcat well, near the expansion boundry, contained :sand tars.

3STRUCTIONS: Two county roads, ten miles of pavement, will have to be re-routed.
The U.S. North Star Mail Route, out of Elida, Nil, will be interrupted.
Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Coop's system will be interrupted.
The expansion will interrupt the gas distribution pipe line of the Eastern
New-1-exico Gas Ass'n which runs from Ft. Sumner, NM to Portales, M.

, Pcss±bi ..Lt o relloeing the;Benso. . C- rtery --hIc.. lies writhin the area.

CONCERNS: The security of land to be inherited by our children.
Effect on the golden eagles that nest in the expansion area.
Do we honestly think this will be the last expansion in Roosevelt County?
Allowance for inflation factor, land value increase, interest on money
and credit, if land is condemned.
Overlooking an oil and gas resource area for our National Defense?
Neglecting to use Federal Land for the expansion as NM has 34% Federal
Land.
How does this expansion compare with the Air Force~s alternative plan
of another location, as given in the Federal Register of June 9, 1930?
'Attitude 6f youth about America when the Federal Government takes private
land, for questionable expansions, when Federal Land is accessible?

Taking one-fourth of the land away from the Floyd School District?
Interrupt Mil Boys Ranch plans for a satellite program, at the historic
Hart Ranch, for 24 needy boys. It

No restriction of "air space" exists now, for the aircraft to maneuver

safely and properly in their training exercises at the MBR?
Would purchasing 52,227 acres, for this expansion, be "wisa defeznse spending?
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,elrose, NM 98124
day 20, 1984

Environmental Planning
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton

First, let us say that we appreciate our New Mexico Congressional
delegation and the Air Force for extendinq the public comment period 60
days. This extended period has allowed us to study the EIS statement
a-.d perhaps be a little more objective about the situation.

However, because of the following reasons, o.,e feel that we must oppose
the expansion.

1. The cost of this expansion will Ke tremendous. When you consider
the amount of productive land involved, the homes and families you will
be relocating, and the cost involved in the reclamstion of the farming
land back to grazing land, you realize that the cost is ooing to be a
very large sum. At a time, when the federal government is working
toward a decrease in deficit spending, it seems tne egpansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range is untimely and against this goal.

2. The area does have a potential for gas and oil development. A fact I o
( I that the Air Force continues to ignore, and a resource that is important, -

not only to the land owners in the eynansion area, but also to the state
of New Mexico since many of the acres involved are state trust lands.

- This wil also have a direct effect on our education system which (

re receives 90 to 95 percent of its funding from oil and gas revenue.

3. The taking of homes and reducing potential income of the farmers and
ranchers in this area is of significant impact.

4. The expansion will lead to the closing of the Floyd School due to
the reduction of the bonding capacity in the district. WithILt this K;
capacity, they would not be able to Atend to the upkeep and repair of

their educational facility. It will elso have a significant imoact on -

lye Melrose Khoo! District by reducing their student enrollment.
5. T,, eland iniolved in the ejansion is rich in archelogicai findings
th5t sh:uld be studied and presrved for geieraticns to come.

Than! y~v for taking tine tc read this leLter and giving some
cw iratcln t0 s~r concerns.

Orcerely /

L. W. Lure and June Lace
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June 28 1 934+
D~j:r T.. L'0,jthcUSe
3.L 31 17

i~vion'i-al Planning Bloo, .fiela, ±

HIQ TAO/DEEV 3~i
Att-'ention: 1.r. Sho"Uton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mir. Shotton:

I find it most difficult to write an appropriate coi.rmIent
concerning the proposed expans.Lon of the Eeirose Aiir Force
Range Curry and Roosevelt Counties, Iew Kexico. This is
largely due to the fact that there was not enough time for
rovici. and public co-ncaent.

Is it not true that Senator Pete Domenici, Senator Jeff
Bingai-an, and '-ep)resentative Joe Skeen, in a letter to
Secretary Orr at the Pentuagron,- requested at "1least ')0 days?
extens'ion on thl-e public comervnt period? This letter w-,as
dated April 101,'184I. 'This letter also mentioned the fact
that "The m:ost frequently requested extension period is
120 days." I would like an answer as to whyj a longer perliod S

j~i was n~ot gatdb: t%.he Air Force. W4hat r could tChere
be for denying the requests of the Lmerican people?

I also resent the fact that my copy of the DEIS-did n ot"
contain any inforrmation or instructl.ons as to wvhat action I
could take as an .,.um-erican citizen. This made a great
inconvenience -_n preparin g a connment withain the liumi ted
timae f'ramew.-ork0  ave you by chance or design violated my
righ'(ts by omitting such vital inforniation? W1hat are the

-m Federal guidelines concerning the compilation of draftU)
Thenvironm..ental imatstat-ements, if any?

Are You aware of- the fact _ht n a United States Air Force
news re.L*ease, release no.: 5' -4-131 27 Arl193'-, from
Canon AFB, it 'was stated that "the _,ir Force will, h-old a
public h.-earing to solicit 'zonripet on t*.le Drf ?Envror:iental

m;roa c t -3t ieen t *17 i_. z er z " IV Ing ZR -C S TO -1 '=

-.sII ; 0i fr e x C*1-'! Ra-l VU

conO~uc ted the -hearing, th-Iat the ,-eeti. c would_ be divided into
two poortions, the *first of which woo2 i; be conducted by
ano tho.r goatleL.-;in concerning the real est-ttUe asp)ec ts of
th*--e inrooosed ex.pansion, and tnen there would be a Portion
to solicit public comm nent. Who is responsible for-lying
to me about the nature of this meeting? it seems a bit odd

T that a meeting to solicit public conirent woull" begin w.ith' U.
program doaling Ut±the manner in whilich thie land would

be acquired by the , ir Force, don1 I you th'jink?

Iirinediately protestlued at the nmeetinc- and Col. 2atcliff
graciously reschodw.l12 thae iro-rorn so that thLe public
co±;un--ents cout-ld be heard first,1 followied by the real estate
portion. But may question is who is rosponsible for the
real est-ate Portion even beinlg he-ild at all? ThIis was an
injustice I
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The impression that I can't help but t is t,,.t the
Air Force -.:,s alre-'ady made it's d ecision concerning the
ex'Pansion o-f the ielrose Donbing .ango. If this is so,
then I am truly sorry for the su-te of t is great nation.
It appears that justice has fli om out the window to
allow something under the great pretense of "national
defense" to underr::ine the very foundations of this
coumtry. if this time has really arrived, then we must
do away with the weapons and join the Russians, because
we will have become what they are.

_ I I cannot believe that some alternative near the Lon-Kesa I
. proposal couldnt be used. lho ..rill be responsible for

Co the investigation of viable alternatives? I do not feel -

that the best work was done in this DEIS. Will the
proposed expansion go ahead and take place in ligh!t of
the fact that this DEIS is a very poor and totally
inadequate docnrient?

You have alternatives. Please do your job and see
justice done in this casel

Sincerely,

*7 L / 7

Dan L. Greathouse
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Route 2 Box 263
Portales, New Mexico 881:3o
June 28, 1984

Headquarters TAC/DEEV

Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Subject: Proposed Expansion of Melrose Bombing Range

To Whom it May Concern:

It is unreasonable for the United States Air Force
acting under the authority of the federal government to
require privately owned land for training purposes or
for any purpose when there are thousands of acres of
suitable land available to the Air Force that is
already federally controlled.

Productive agricultural land is not an expendable item.
In the same way, hardworking citizens of this country
are not to be expended. To the farmer and rancher, the
food producer, his land is his home, and his home is
his very life.

I do not believe that the Air Force could live with the
expansion of this bombing range because of the unjust
requirement of land representing the lives of so many
hardworking, valuable people. Furthermore, the entire
citizenship of the United States of America could not
live with a government that would allow such injustice.

Sincerely,

L.inda Miller
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[7lhnson
COLONIAL PARK LAND MANAGEMENT

BUS. (505) 763-3"3 RES. (505) 762-9815

June 28, 1984

Mr. Lewis Shotten
Environmental Planning
Hq. TAC DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotten:

Being in the apartment management business
I have always had the opportunity of being
of service to personnel stationed at Cannon
Air Force Base.

I find each of them to be an asset to the
City of Clovis and have had the privilege
of making many new friends.

I truly hope you shall see fit to extend
Cannon Air Force Base.

Sincerel

Ann J son
1020 irway Terr.
Clovis, New Mexico 88101
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nw MExiCo FARmIl and LIVESTO1N

TELEPHONE O 421 NORTH WATER STREET -

(505) 526.5521 LAS CRUCES, NEW MEXICO 88001

June 27, 1984

TAC Headquarters
Deev
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Attention: Lewis Shotten

Dear Sirs:

The New Mexico Farm and Livestock Bureau is the states largest agricultural
organization and represents over 9500 families residing in every community
throughout the state.

We strongly oppose the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. At our last
annual meeting in December 1983 the voting delegates unanimously adopted the
following resolution: "We request the Governor and the legislature of the
State of New Mexico to pursue any and all measures at their disposal to assure
the sovereignity of the State of New Mexico, it's lands and people, and pre-
serve those rights against Federal Bombing Ranges and other military reserva-
tions."

With the federal government owning and controlling over 33% of our states land
and private ownership amounting to less than 44% of our total state acreage, we
have many concerns over the future of our state and particularly farming and
ranching. These public lands are not subject to taxation and therefore create
an extra tax burden on private property. Govermental grabs such as this are
disruptive and often create financial ruin to those in farming and ranching who
are displaced, while at the same t-rme increasing the tax burden on those who
remain.

We question the need for the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range and feel that
it is totally unfair and unnecessary to displace those ranchers in the proposed
expansion area. Additionally, we strongly object to giving up the 16,000 acres

_ of state trust lands that would be affected. State trust lands were not intended
Q for general public use, which in this case have been leased to ranchers for grazing.
'o The money earned from these leases support public education in New Mexico and ,e

,object to the loss of these funds.

We ask for a total rejection of the request for expansion of the Melrose Bombing
e Range.

Sincerely,

LED:ewc A-212 L. E. Davis
President
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June ?9, 19,

TAC Headquaters /Deev
Lanaley Air Force Base, Va. 23665

Attention:Lewis Shotten.

Dear Mr. Shotten and officals working for a EIS on Melrose
Bombing Range in New Mexico,

I requested and was put on the mailing list concerning the
proposed Melrose Bombing Range in January, 1981 along with the
New Mexico Peace Conversion Project by Nelson Rutter, Deputy
Base Civil Engineer at Cannon Air Force Base. Unfortunately.

- the N. Peace Conversion Project or I received notice or a
copy of the proposed Environmental Impact Statement and heard of
the final deadline of tommorrow through the Albuqueroue Journal
Wednesday, June 27. this makes me to comment without seeing
the present version but I 'feel I must write to oppose the expansion
of the base for several reasons.

I visited -elrose Bombing Range in September of 1980 and met with area
residents and began to research the problems of the expansion. I have
neither have had the time or the money to pursue my investigation
but remain strongly opposed ever since my visit.

First and priarily,l am concerned about the land being taken from
area residents. These hard working people have spent the most important
years of their lives working and ranching that area. It is ashame and

- tragic that more farm land will be taken for military use and not
__ use for food production. Many of these people have lived on the land

and have donated land for the range use and now once again are being
asked to give more. When will it end? And if forced off their land
where will they live and work. I must state that their work is far
more important then that of the -I11Ds 'in my opinion.

A second concern is oil and~gas interests. The two natural gas wells ('S
-,j close to the range expansion area as well as the active oil fields

will all be effedted by the expansion. We are in dire need of these re-
sources in this country and by using the potential in this area

will will take the pressure off of future crises.

.- ] The destruption of taxes in this county could effect the tO
entire area and mean a general loss of revenue. This would influence the
school systems in the community as well and could cause general flight
from the area.

Another problem by tripling the range is the tripling of the
prolems. Melrose already has a long history of accidents and mis
bombings. Some have actually hit ranchers houses and homes. One of

__ Ithose accidents was as recent as 1983 1 recall. The accidents will
- increase and effect more homes and fields by the directional changes
P planned.

Many people hunt and fish in this area and they will be soon denied access.
- I'm neither a hunter or a fisher but I see those oppotunities becoming L

less and less available for people who see that as a major source of
I recreation. -
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0
1 asx also concerned with the archeology of the area. Has the 5£ z

_j explored possible pre-historic sites which are know to be rich in
0 lEasterr New Mexico- Clovis-lortales azas as well as more recent history -

in the development of the West.

Another question is the rare birds and animals of the region . Will N
-', they be protect or effected? There is no question that they are effected
1 by the increased use of the range but how much.

Finally the Philtsphical and political question not covered in an
EIS is should the land be used for preparing for conventional as well
as nuclear war? F-iilDs are not the Thunderbirds- the training is not
for military base open houses. The bombing practice at Melrose is for
war. Not only for war in small countries somewhere in the the world
but more probably for use in a nuclear confrontation anywhere anytime.
So the work of these plolts could conceivably for the extermination
of thousands, if not millions of jeople. So the questio or a question
could be asked if the German citizens were responsible for stopping
death and concentration camps in their communities are we not similarily
responsible for stopping the training and preparation in our communities.
This is an international as well as a local question which makes me
strongly oppose the expansion of this base.

It is these and other reasons whether it is theremoval ofpeople
from their land to the destruction of the planet that I ask you to stop
the expansion of this bombing range. Please consider my objections.

Also would you please send me a copy of the Preliminary EIS and
the final EIS as well as transcripts from the hearings recently
at Floyd High School and any other relevant material to the abovb
address.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

-28son
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CERTIFIED MAIL

P. 0. Box 548
Portales, NM 88130
June 25, 1984

Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

The Melrose Bombing Range Land Owners and Operators are submitting
the following document as our official comment to the Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement. This document has been compiled through the
collaboration of several people, including members of our organization;
and we feel it strongly reaffirms our position.

Thank you for allowing us this official comment and we are looking
forward to your response to the issues and questions hereby presented.

Sincerely,

d- ack Greathouse, President
MBR Land Owners and Operators

June Luce, Secretary
MBR Land Owners and Operators

cc: Senator Pete Domenici
Senator Jeff Bingaman
Representative Joe Skeen
New Mexico State Land Commissioner

Jim Baca
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June 29, 1984
Box 548
Portales, NM 88130

Enviromental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton: RE: DEIS, Melrose Bombing Range

The opportunity to make comments and ask questions, on the DEIS concerning
the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, is appreciated.

The enclosed document is submitted- as the major part of my official comment
on the DEIS. This document has been compiled through the collaboration of
several people, including myself, and it represents my position.

Please enter into the official record this letter, the enclosed document,
and the fact that both were prepared under a very restricted amount of public
comment time. Senator Pete Domemici, Senator Jeff Bingaman, and Congressman
Joe Skeen requested for an extension of "at least 90 days" for the public
comment time. The Air Force did not honor their request but did grant an
additional 60 days. We needed more time and certainly appreciated the

extension.

There are many serious questions about the entire procedure used by the
Air Force in the entire matter of the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.
The enclosed document covers most of my questions directly or indirectly
but I want to ask a few questions in this letter.

Is it true the original proposal was announced in the Federal Register on
- June 9, 1980? Is it true the Air Force listed three alternatives in that OU
"J announcement? Is it true one of those alternatives was to close the present _

CO bombing range and move to another geographic location for a new Air Force
range?

Ils it true that on June 24, 1980, the Air Force held the official Scoping I . G
-J I1eeting at Melrose, New Mexizo? Is it true that alternatives were discussed N"

tat that meeting and recorded into the transcript?

is it true that neither in the Federal Register announcement or the Scoping
-Meeting was the subject "leasing" mentioned? After almost four years from
Ithe Federal Register announcement and about the same amount of time after -

'the Scoping Meeting, is it true that shortly before twelve noon, on June 6,
1984, and about 7 hours before the public hearing for comments on the DEIS.
an Air Force officer called Mr. Ed Cole, Supt. of the Floyd Schools and
announced that the Air Force was going to change the agenda and first talk
'about land acquisition and "leasing?" Can you name that Air Force officer

J ordering that telephone call to be made by Capt. Compton to Mr. Cole? Is
,it true the Air Force had made the decision to make the expansion at 4elrose?i

Ifs it true the Air Force chose L.ON-NESA as one of the alLernate sites and /NJ
v stated in the DElS that "this site fiects many of the criteria for selecting

a boaibi hg range site?"

A-220



Environmental Panning
DEIS, MBR
Page 2, June 29, 1984

Is it true that at the Meirose Scoping Nceting mineral rights, subsurface
cO ownership, was a subject of discussion? Is it tcue the DEIS did not con-
j,1 tain a subsurface ownership map or the names of those owning such valuabie

righ.'I? Is it true the original Federal Register announccment of June 9,
1980, did not state mineral rights but only "additional real estate?" 00

Is iL true that the DEIS book was not dated, did not give the comment
period, or the name and address where comments were to be sent? I have

'seen several DEIS books on other studies and have never seen such a DEIS
(j Ibook lacking in the required format letter. Can you furnish me with

,the publisher's name and address? What was the date of printing of
Ithe Melrose Bombing Range DEIS?

11s it true that the Floyd School District land was discussed at the Melrose
,D Scoping Meeting? Is it true the DEIS did not have a map of the Floyd cc
G0 !School District or even list the acreage of the said school district?

ITs it true the Air Force knew of the Resource Nap #3 published by the
( 1New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources, Socorro, NM, on oil] CO
" sand gas potential areas of New Mexico? Is it true that map did not i -

occur in the MBR DES?

Let me repeat one of Lhe position statements you wilt lind in the enclosed
document. I am totally opposed to expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range,
although 1 endorse and approve of the mission of the United States Air
Force and recognize the need for adequate military training to fulfill that
mission.

Thank you for allowing me !this official comment, including the document,
and I will be looking forward to your response to the issues and questions-
hereby presented.

Respectively,

fack A. Greathouse

Jg

cc: Senator Pete Domenici
Senator Jelf Bingaman
Representative Joe Skeen
Land Commissioner Jim Baca
John W. Russell
Robert E. Russell

Enclosure: Document of Comments
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FP.O. Box 296agriculture Portales, New Mexico 88130
505/359-0408

OF NEW MEXICO, INC.

THE AMERICkN AGRICULTURE MOVEMEbTP OF NEW MEXICO, INC. RESOLUTION

OPPOSING

THE PROPOSED SITE FOR ENIARGING THE MELROSE BOMBING RANGE

WHEREAS, The Department of Defense is proposing the enlargement of the
Melrose Bombing Range, and

WHEREAS, the United States Air Force is currently receiving comments,
from the public, on the impacts of the proposed enlargement of the
Melrose Bombing Range, and

WHEREAS, the Congress will be asked .o make a final decision on where the
enlarged site -will be located, and

WHEREAS, The American Agriculture -Movement of New Mexico, Inc. considers
the production of food, fiber, oil and ga in this country a high priority
national security concern, and

WHEREAS, the proposed Melrose Bombing Range enlargement site would signif-
icantly affect one of the more productive oil, gas and agriculture regions
in the state, the disruption of Floyd School District, the disruption of
Boys Ranch, restrict the property rights on more than 52,227 acres,

NOW THEREFORD BE IT RESOLVED by THE AMERICAN AGRICULTURE MOVEMENT OF NEW
MEXICO, INC. that we are adamantly, obstinately and irrevocably opposed
to the proposed site to increase the size of the present Melrose Bombing
Range.

/
Mr. J. D. Terral, Natiora-l DelegateAMERICAN" AGRICULTURE MOVEMENT7r OF NEW MEXICO, INC.

June 15, 1984
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Terence E. Fifield

P.O. Box 4334 ENMU
Portales, N.M. 88130
June 28, 1984

Headquarters
TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Sirs;
Having read the DEIS for the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing

Range and having attended the public hearing in Floyd, New Mexico on June
6, 1984, I feel compelled to make a comment. I am a graduate student in
Anthropology at Eastern New Mexico University and have been employed as
a professional archaeologist in eastern New Mexico for the past four years.
I am thus familiar with ichaeological work and cultural resources in the
region.

I would first like to support some of the statements made at the public
hearing. A glaring omission in the DEIS is that the Blackwater Draw Site,
an internationally recognized early man site, which lies in an abandoned
channel of the Brazos River just south of the project area is not even
mentioned. Several other early man sites, mentioned by the Melrose Com-
missioner of Schools, are located within the proposed expansion zone.
Sample selection and survey methodology are not discussed in the DEIS. This
omission makes it impossible for reviewers to evaluate the tesults of the
survey, even if they were presented, which they are not. Generally, I con-
sider the treatment of archaeological materials in the DEIS to be totally .

0% inadequate. I strongly suggest that extensive further work is necessary to
')) comply with the demands of NEPA and NHPA.

Numerous data on archaeological sites in the areas surrounding the a 'A
proposed expansion zone are available. Enclosed.:is -acopy mf a-master map GO A
depicting the locations of known, professionally recorded sites in the .J
Clovis/Portales area. Site descriptions and-maps .for .these sites are on
file with the Laboratory of Anthropology in Santa Fe, -NewMexico. -These ?,
data should be integrated into any future characterization of siTe -distrib- b
ution or settlement patern for the region.

Many of the problems with the Archaeological work ;as-it is resented
in the DEIS appear to stem from theunfamiliarity of the xeseaerchers with
the archaeological literature and archives of this -part of the country.
I hope that steps are taken to do justice to the rich .cultural .esources
of this fragile part of our state and to the people ofwhose.heritage they
are a part.

Sincerely,

Terence E. Tifield

9
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II. POSITIOP STATEMENT OF NdR LANDOWNERS AND OPERATORS,
AND MINERALS RIGHTS OWNERS

June 25, 1984

1. We assert that the United States Air Force has not properLy foLLowed
ti LegaLly mandated environmental impact assessment process as prescribed by

the National Environmental Policy Act(NEPA) and as required under 40 CFR Parts
1500-1508 in assessing the impacts of the proposed expansion of the Melrose
Bombing Range upon the quality of the human environment.

2. We further assert that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
prepared as a disclosure document of that assessment is, in fact, entirely
Inadequate, since it fails to fully disclose the fuLL and complete effects end
impacts as 6 basis for the public and the docisionmakers to make a clear choice
between alternatives.

3. We aLso assert tkat the decision to expand the MeLrose Bombing Range
was made prior to filing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and that the
DEIS is an attempt to justify that decision.

4. We assert that an objective interdiscipLinary assessment end
comparison of the choices end a now Draft EnvironmentaL Impact Statement will
be necessary to comply adequately with NEPA and 40 CFR Parts 1500-1509, and we
request that the Air Force do the assessment over end prepare a new draft, with
affirmative pubLic participation, and in good faith meet the spirit and Intent
of NEPA.

5. We have presented deficiencies in procedure, comparisons of only one
feasible alternative, and raised specific questions about environmentae
economic, and social issueo and possible impacts, and we request that these and

others simiLarLy related to the proposed action, be adequately addressed and

responded to in a new Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

6. We request that the Air Force fully consider the options and than
cLose the present MeLrose Bombing Range and move it to an area more suitable to
meeting the mission of Cannon Air Force Base. The increased training
requirements have exceeded the ebitity of the present Renge te- eet tha, td

we request the Air Force to face this fact squarely and honestLy by taking
positive action to cLose the Metrose Bombing Range or use the existing area in

conjunction with an area more suited to increased training requirements.

We are totally opposed to expansion of the MeLrose Bombing Range, although we
endorse and approve of the mission of the United States Air Force and recognize
the need for adequate military training to fulfill that mission.

Endorsed end Supported By:
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Tot Environmental Planning Headquarters
TAC/DEEV
Attns Mr. Shotton
Langley A.F.B., VA 23665

And to: President Ronald Reagan
Secretary of Defense, Caspar Weinberger
Secretary of Interior, William Clark

Attnt Carol Hallett
Western Regional Asst.

Senator Jake Garn Repr. Joe Skeen
Senator Orrin G. Hatch Repr. Bill Richardson
Senator Pete Domenici Repr. Manuel Lujan
Senator Jeff Bingaman Repr. Howard Nielson

Repr. James Hansen ...

Subj: Expansion of the lelrose, N.M., Bombing Range

The purpose of this letter is to protest the expansion of the Melrose
Bombing Range as proposed by the Air Force.

Enclosed is an article regarding the United Nations report on the rapid
spread of deserts into millions of acres of once-productive farm and
range lands.

O This report emphasizes one of the points owners of land and owners of
mineral rights have been trying to make in their objections to expanding
the F.1elrose, N.M., Bombing Range. My previous letters have objected to
ruining productive farm and ranch lands, robbing mineral rights owners,
plus many other factors.

In this time of hug& Federal deficits I do not see how the Government can
justify the expenditure of millions of dollars, destruction of choi6e
range and farm land, lowering the tax base, and stopping future oil and
pas exploration in a Class I Area, when Federally owned facilities are
available. See Federal Register dated 9 June 1980 in which the Air Force
openly admits alternate courses are available.

As an owner of mineral rights in Roosevelt County, N.M., I again urge all
addressees to use your influence to stop this outrage.

684h31
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U.N. Report Says Nations Doing Little
To Halt Deserts, 'Harvest of Dust'
WASHINGTON (UPI) - Nations sheep and goats is a major cause of Tolba noted that nations have

of the world are doing little to halt -desertification. contributed less than $50,000 to a
the "harvest of dI'st" caused by the Worldwatch cited U. S. govern- U. N. account that funds the "abtion •
rapid spread of deserts into millions ment statistics showing a third of plan" to attack desertification.
of acres of once-productive farm U. S. rangeland, outside of Alaska, is Against that sum, the United -Ni-
and range! .nd, the United Nations in "poor condition" and another tions estimates mankind must spend'.,
reports. ' 'thrd is in "fair condition." a total of $90 billion during the n xt

Warning that drought is not the AatoaofWblindrgth !x
ro hatof deserht xion thssesses Proble i 20 years to stop the',pread of-destroot ca-_-se of desert -expansionerS. ' ,  :--.: .l

around th.- globe, a U. N. Enviror- The U.N. Environment Prof ram's e .. .•

met Pr, ,ram report concludes research was done to asses& the "If th s seems like A grt$i* ajt .'

drastic measures are needed to at- st4e of the problem since the agen- should be balanced wlth'th, U. N.'s
bad cy drew up an international "action 1980 estimate which put the aiial

irming anigrazing ppractices, i- Plan" in 1977 - agreed to by 94 na-- cost of agricultural prod,.ctlonfrom
proper irri.tion and forest destruc- tions - to combat the spread of des- land lost through desertific.1tion a

ion. erU. $26 billion," said Tolba. ,
The ied Na.orns made the The study acknowledged drought The report a.o warned of a

alarmiing asscs.met after 'two worsens the spread of deserts, but between desert, ,catfoa and the ur-
years of researci that was reported cited the main causes as "human ban probems of poor nations., .

to a little-noficed international con- over-exploitation of lands through
ference last ;tonth in Nairobi, Ken- ovei-cultivation, overgrazing, poor "Loss of land productivity has
ya, on the growing threat of "desert- irrigation- practices and -deforesta. forced villagers-Agto the towns," it
ificanon" - the conversion of tion." . :, . said.'
productive land into arid desert. " . .

Estimates Total
"We have found that a total of :

3 475 biM in hertares [8.6 billion 12A The Salt LakeTribhre Momhdask' e4, 19
acres' of t.e worl .rs ranga, rain-fed
cropland and irrigated land - an .1
ar-a approximately the size of
North and South America comnined .
- is affectcd by desor'ifica! a," Se,
wr)te ,Mosti 'o!ba, executive di- son
rcetor of the U. N. Environment and
Prg.ram. gre

To!ba's report, "Harvest of Dust," higi
found that each year, 51.9 million city
acres on the planet are "reduced to a
state of near or complete useles'- of f,
(,'.ss.". Den

While desert expansion is most se- Was
vere in Thir, World nations of Afri- necl
ca an:' Asia, the study said the prob- disc
lem Ls cropping up-in industrialized o
nations, including the United States,
the Skoviet Union and Australia. not

The Worldwatch Institute, a my
Washington-based research organi- ac(
zation,_reported this % ear in a book- lai
".ngth study of global resource Ed
' rends that overgrazir., by cattle, del A- 7
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT HEARING ON THE

PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE MELROSE BOMBING RANGE

PUBLIC HEARING HELD AT

FLOYD, NEW MEXICO

ON

6 JUNE 1984

0
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BRIEFING ON MISSION (Captain 0. J. Moss) ............ 9

QUESTIONS ON BRIEFING .. ................... 21

Ike Morgan .. ...................... 21
Guy Martin .. ...................... 22
Jack Greathouse. .................... 22
Thor Stephenson. .................... 23
Jim Dickenson. ..................... 24
Dan Greathouse .. .................... 25

COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT. ....... 29

Poe Corn .. ....................... 29
Vince Murphy .. ..................... 30
Jim Baca. ......................... 31
Ed Cole .......................... 37
John Whitcamp. ..................... 42
Lynn Medlin. ...................... 47
James Shackleford ........ .............. 55
Michael Kull. ....................... 58
Denny Gentry .. ..................... 60
Darrell Bostwick .. ................... 60
Truett Bagwell (for Pete Davis). ............ 62
Robert Russell. ...................... 63
Chet Wyant .. ...................... 70
Dr Phillip Shelley .. .................. 74
R.C. (Ike-) Morgan. ................... 78
Dan Greathouse .. .................... 79
Betty Greathouse .. ................... 80
Sharon Davis (for Mrs H. H. Davis) .. .......... 81
Daniel Reiley. ..................... 84
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Jack Greathouse. .................... 91
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COMMENTS, Continued. Paqe

Kent Best ......... ....................... . 94
Thor Stephenson ........ ..................... ... 94
Guy Holmes ......... ....................... .102
John DePuy .......... ....................... .102
Lloyd Grau .. ........ . ...... ............... .103
Guy Martin .......... ....................... .104
Joe Alonso .......... ....................... .104
Cruey Spencer (for Rod McClain) .... ............. .. 105
Dan Greathouse (for Herman James) ........... 107
Thomas Gorley ......... ..................... .. 108
Jack Greathouse .... ................. .......... 109

ATTACHMENTS

1. Comments by Jim Baca, Commissioner of _lublic Lands Xji
2. Comments by Ed Cole, Superintendent, Floyd Municipal School

System
3. Comments by John W. Russell
4. Comments by James D. Shackleford, Manager, Roosevelt County

Rural Cooperative, Inc.
5. Comments by Michael Kull on behalf of New Mexico Boys Ranch 7

and Girls Ranch
6. Comments by Darrel Bostwick, President, Eastern New Mexico

Natural Gas Association
7. Comments by Dr Phillip H. Shelley
8. Comments by R. C. (Ike) Morgan
9. Comments by Betty Greathouse

10. Comments by Mrs H. H. Davis
11. Comments by Mrs H. H. Davis
12. Comments by Wendell Best
13. Comments by Silas McCabe Heirs
14. Comments by Silas McCabe Heirs
15. Comments by F. Guy Holmes on behalf .of-Landowners.-ssocia&tion

of Elida
16. Comments by Rod McClain
17. Comments by Herman C. James, Resear.ch Associate,_Eastern New

Mexico State University
18. Comments by John D. Greathouse
19. Comments by Margaret Greathouse Wagner/Sadie M. Greathouse
20. Comments by James R. Whiteman
21. Comments by Lucile Lukits
22. Comments by Mr & Mrs F. Guy Holmes
23. Comments by Margaret Spencer
24. Comments by Margaret Spencer
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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT HEARING ON THE

PROPOSED EXPANSION OF THE MELROSE RANGE

The public hearing on the Environment Impact Statement concerning

the proposed expansion of the Melrose Range was held in the Floyd

High School Gymnasium, Floyd, New Mexico, on 6 June 1984. Colonel

Kenneth E. Ratcliff, Military Judge, presided over the meeting

which began at 7:00 p.m.

OPENING REMARKS BY COLONEL RATCLIFF:

Let me indicate first of all, by way of introducing myself,

I am Colonel Kenneth Ratcliff. I'm the Chief Judge for the Third

Circuit of the Air Force Trial Judiciary, and I've been assigned

the responsibility of conducting this public hearing. Now my role

in this proceedings is simply that--that is, to conduct the hearing.

My past experience is judicial in nature; and, though I do not

have the in-depth knowledge about the details of this project, we

do have others present who are familiar with it. I have not par-

ticipated in the developing of the project nor have I rendered any

legal advice with respect to it. Further, I will not make any

decision, nor will I even offer any recommendation with regard to

it.

Now, this hearing is going to be a little different than most

hearings of this nature. I want to take just a few moments to

explain to you just exactly what is to occur this evening. Basi-

* cally, it's going to be in two portions that are entirely distinct;
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and it's important that you understand very clearly the nature of

these two different segments.

The first portion of this hearing may be considered a real

estate meeting. This portion is at the request of the New Mexico

Congressional Delegation. Present this evening, solely for this

portion of the meeting--which, as I indicated, is related to real

estate--is Mr James Boatright . Mr Boatright is the Deputy Assistant

Secretary of the Air Force for Installations, Environment and

Safety.

Due to the length, overall, of the entire meeting, I might

indicate at this point, it may be necessary to limit the time for

each segment. We will still do the very best that we can and pro-

vide you telephone numbers or addresses, if necessary, if you fail

to make the statement or ask the question that you might like to

have. We will try to get everybody--give everybody the opportunity

that wishes to speak this evening.

If you follow the guidelines as I give you them, as we proceed

through--and everyone cooperates, as I'm sure you will --I think

everyone will have an opportunity to speak.

As to this first portion of our meeting this evening, it will

consist of a briefing as to how the land is to be acquired, if the

proposal to expand the Melrose Range is approved. Following this

briefing, questions will be accepted from the audience pertaining

° solely to the real estate issue that is covered in the briefing.
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Now, this is not--I'll repeat--this is not to be considered

as a part of the Environmental Impact Hearing; and, therefore, the

questions and answers that might relate to the other areas should

be reserved until we get into that portion. The portion that deals

with real estate will not be included in the Environmental Impact

Statement.

OBJECTIONS FROM AUDIENCE:

(Speaker Unidentified) Sir, I drove 400 miles here for an

environmental impact statement. I don't understand why all of the

sudden we're having a real estate meeting. I understood that at

7:00 we would have an environmental impact statement and have

comments on the material we read and studied these past months.

RESPONSE BY COLONEL RATCLIFF:

All right. We will, indeed, get to that. As I indicated

just a few moments ago, that this particular portion of the meeting

is the result of a request by the New Mexico Congressional Dele-

gation.

OBJECTIONS FROM AUDIENCE:

(Speakr Unidentified) Sir, if I may, the Environmental

Protection Act requires that you publicize an environmental im. act

meeting. That environmental impact hearing, specifically stated

in the environmental impact law, says you will publicize it,

publish it and post it. Now, it was published that this meeting

* would be an environmental impact statement hearing and it would

-3-
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begin at 7:00 on 6 June. If someone wants to hold a real estate

meeting, then that's fine. But this auditorium is scheduled for

7:00, June 6, for the impact hearing. We'd like to have it. I

came up from Dallas to speak at this hearing. If we're going to

hold a real estate meeting until 10:00 or 11:00 at night, I find

it difficult to believe that I'm not going to have an opportunity

to speak.

RESPONSE BY COLONEL RATCLIFF:

All right. I appreciate your comments; and they will be, of

course, made a part of the record. And, I would ask that, as

speakers are recognized to speak--to make it easier for the court

reporter--that individuals, as they're recognized to speak, if you

would, use this microphone that is to my left. And, at this point,

of course, I'm going to proceed with the introductory remarks that

I was making.

As we move into the second portion of the..hearing, which will

pertain to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement which has been 4

filed by the Air Force with the Environmental P'rotect±on Agency--

this draft, of course, is the proposal for theo expansion of the

Melrose Air Force Range. The purpose, then, of this hearing is

to consider the environmental impact of the proposed project.

OBJECTIONS FROM AUDIENCE:

(Unidentified Speaker): Sir--
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(Col Ratcliff): If you wan. to speak, if you would, come up to

the front and identify--

(Speaker): This will just take a moment. We're not able to

hear you very well. Could you move closer to your microphone,

please?

(Col Ratcliff): All right. One reason I had backed off a

little bit--thank you--was that it sounded like I was getting a

ring or an echo. So, I apologize. (Moved the microphone) I trust

this will improve it a bit?

.(Speaker): Just move a little closer.

(Col Ratcliff): All right, thank you.

COMMENTS BY COLONEL RATCLIFF, CONTINUED:

This public meeting is a means of obtaining and recording the

opinions of interested persons for later evaluation. Of course

it is therefore important that all parties who have an interest in

the matter have a reasonable opportunity to speak and/or submit

your comments in writing.

The basic manner in which the second portion of the meeting

will be conducted is as follows: an Air Force representative will

give a briefing of the Air Force mission, as it relates to the

proposal. This is informational in nature so that you might

better understand why the expansion of the Melrose Range is

desired.

Following this briefing, you will be given an opportunity to

ask questions for the purpose of further clarifying the proposed

A-236



0

Air Force mission. (Interrupted by disturbance caused by persons

opening section of bleacher seats in the gymnasium/auditorium)

All right. Now that we've got the additional seating taken

care of, we will proceed with the program.

Let me indicate at this point, particularly in view of some

of the comments that have been made--and we certainly can appreciate

the concern that you have in regard to it--and, what we will do is

to simply make a change in the proposed order, as far as the meet-

ing is concerned, and we will hold the portion as to the real

estate briefing until the end rather than conducting it at the

beginning. Which means, as I have just indicated, as we move into '

this portion that pertains to the environmental impact that we will

have a briefing, follbwing which there will be an opportunity for

you to pose the questions that you might have to further clarify

the proposed Air Force mission.

After this question and answer session, I will then receive

the statements from those who have indicated they desire to make

a statement. Now, in this regard, if you have filled out a slip

indicating that you desire to make such a statement, if you would

hand that in, we will see that someone from the Air Force is

available to pick those up, if you've already done so. If you

didn't fill out indicating that you wanted to make a statement, but

you do desire to do so, I would ask that you hold up your hand and

someone will see to it that your name is appropriately taken. 0
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Now these slips of registration will, of course, apply only

to the statement portion of the hearing. I mentioned a minute

ago that we have a court reporter present. Let me indicate that

it's Mrs Carolyn Wall, a qualified court reporter, who will be

recording the proceedings verbatim.

You might keep in mind, of course, once again, that the real

estate portion, as I previously stated, will not be a part of the

environmental impact hearing.

As to the transcript of the environmental impact hearing, any

written statements will be attached to the transcribed record and

forwarded to the Office of the Secretary of the Air Force for use

in preparing the final Environmental Impact Statement, which is

used in the decision-making process.

I would indicate further that no decision has been made at this

point to expand the Melrose Range. If the Air Force makes a decision

to expand the range, of course, it will be submitted to Congress

for final action.

Before moving into the briefing, with regard to the Air Force

Mission, I would like to recognize some of the dignitaries who are

present this evening--and if these individuals when mentioned will

stand--I think all that I have on the list are present. There are

a number of them and I understand that all these I have on my list

are to be here: Mr Poe Corn, who is with U.S. Senator Pete

* Domencici's Roswell Office; Mr Vince Murphy, who is the State
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Coordinator and is in the Santa Fe Office of Senator Bingaman;

Mrs Scott Alley, who is in Senator Bingaman's Roswell Office; Ms

Alice Eppers, who is in Congressman Skeen's Roswell Office; Mr Bob

Beauvais, who is with the Lieutenant Governor's Office; Mr Jim

Baca, State Land Commissioner; Mr Art Wasky, New Mexico State Land

Commission Attorney.

From the local area is Mr Charles Terry, President of the Floyd

School District; and Mr Ed Cole, Floyd Superintendentoof Schools.

Civilian and military personnel from the Air Force: Mr James

Boatright, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Aix Force for

Installations, Environment and Safety; Major Ken Small, from

Headquarters USAF Environmental Planning; Mr Bob Hanna, Headquarters

Tactical Air Command Chief of Real Estate; Mr Charles Little,

Headquarters Tactical Air Command Real Estate; Mr Lewis Shotten,

Headquarters Tactical Air Command National Resources Manager of

the Environmental Planning Division; Major Richard Poli, who is

Headquarters Tactical Air Command Chief, Environmental Planning

Division.

And from your local area, the following personnel are from

Cannon Air Force Base: Colonel Mary Turner, who is the Group

Commander for the 27th Combat Support Group; Lieutenant Colonel

Robert Diaz, the Staff Judge Advocate; Captain Martin Compton, the

Public Affairs Officer--and I might indicate that, for members of

the press, that Captain Compton is your contact point--Mr Nelson
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Rutter, Deputy Base Civil Engineer; and, finally, Ms Marie Tharp,

the real Property Officer.

At this time, we'll be ready for the briefing that I had men-

tioned just a moment ago; and we have present to present the brief-

ing Captain 0. J. Moss, Instructor Pilot, 524th Tactical Fighter

Training Squadron at Cannon Air Force Base. As I indicated, he

will give a briefing on the Air Force mission as it relates to

this proposal so that you may better understand why the expansion

of the range is desired.

BRIEFING BY CAPTAIN 0. J. MOSS:

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. It's my pleasure to be

here tonight. I'm Captain 0. J. Moss--Oliver John Moss. I am

presently stationed at the 27th Tac Fighter Wing, Cannon Air Force

Base, New Mexico, in the 524 Tactical Training Squadron that's

there at this time.

I'd like to briefly go over with you what we expect to do

tonight. I do expect to give you an overall synopsis of what you

can expect to hear from me--our mission objectives at Cannon Air

Force Base; a little bit of the Melrose history and how it pertains

to the importance of the expansion that we're proposing; then a

brief summary of our viewpoint. (Slide Number 1)

At present, the 27th Tac Fighter Wing is composed of three

squadrons--the 522 Tactical Fighter Squadron and the 523 Tactical

Fighter Squadron. These two squadrons have two main missions. One

is to meet a commitment of 24-hour deployment around the clock
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anywhere in the world. And their second mission is to be in con-

stant training to perfect the objective of getting the bombs on

target--and this is what they do when they do their training

missions out in the Melrose Bombing Complex. The third squadron

is the 524 Tactical Training Squadron. That's the squadron I'm

a member of. It's the largest training squadron of its kind in

the Tactical Air Command and it's mission is to train the aircrews

in the flying of the very sophisticated F-Ill Delta model and also

to expose them to weapons delivery techniques they will be refining

down in the fighter squadrons.

Graduates from the 524 Tactical Fighter Squadron will be

going over to serve a term of duty in either Lakenheath or they'll

be going down into the two fighter squadrons I've already mentioned

at Cannon.

So, together with training, the squadrons, together, make up

the wing mission--and that is to train aircrews to fly the F-lll

realistically; to make realistic combat training, which would

employ the tactics and bombs on target--and while we are doing

this, also maintaining and ensuring safety when we're at the

Melrose Bombing Range.

Our objective, in the 27th Tac Fighter Wing, is the same as

all Air Force units--for that matter, all the military branches--

to train as we expect to fight. But, to successfully employ our

mission objectives, we must remove the severe training limitations

now imposed by the insufficient area size of the Melrose Bombing

Range. (Slide Number 2)
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I'd like to give you a brief history, if you don't already

know the background from reading your Environment Impact State-

ments, on Melrose Range. The range was first opened in the early

50's--of course the Wing--27th Tac Fighter Wing--had been there

considerably longer--at least Cannon Air Force Base. The range

was opened in the early 50's with only a little under 8,000 acres

for maneuvering air space. At that time, there were only two

targets that were scorable--one was a scoring target; and the

other was one that we called a conventional target. Both were

targets that they practiced their techniques on--their tactics.

* However, at that time, with the aircraft that we had in the inven-

tory, and the objectives and tactics that were employed by the Air

Force at tlt time, that was sufficient--that amount of airspace

and those two targets were sufficient for the needs. (Slide 3)

However, tactics change and aircraft tend to become more

sophisticated. In the middle 60's--late 60's--'67/'68 time frame---

Congress put together the appropriations to expand Melrose Bombing

Range to the present size, which was achieved in 1969--a little

over 22,000 acres. When we did this, it helped to enhance the

realism of the combat scenario.

This was the old target (referring to Slide Number 4) which

was used in the first -anye complex; and it is still out there. ;e

still use it along with the second target, the conventional range.

However, we added realism to the combat scenario by also adding
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tactical targets. Although they are very difficult to see here,

off to the right (pointed to Slide Number 5) are our tactical

targets. And, ladies and gentlemen, when we're flying a mission,

be it combat or in training, that's just about the perspective

you're going to get of what a target looks like on the ground.

Now, if you have to bomb the runway, that will suffice; but,

unfortunately, those are not the targets that we have to maneuver

_ao 0hit.

It also provided us a wide variance of targets and different

angles of access for us to come in to. What are some of these

targets? This (referring to Slide Number 6) is what they look

like when you're closer up. In this case, these are surface to

air missiles being taken to their launching platforms. This is

the 111 flying across at a very low altitude, very high air speed;

and you can see those targets out in the background. But, from a

higher altitude, they were impossible to see. (Slide Number 7)

This is what we call Triple A, anti-aircraft artillery--

another good target (Slide Number 8).

A very realistic SAM, surface-to-air missile, that the enemy

employs in almost all capacities everywhere along its line of

battle'(Slide Number 9); and an old aircraft that we also use for

a target (Slide Numberl0).

But, with the stationing of the F-111D at Cannon Air Force

Base, and the Air Force acquisition of other sophisticated aircraft
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such as the F-15 and F-16, the A-7 and the A-10, the need was

intensified for a range that could accommodate aircraft capable

of performing enhanced tactical maneuvers.

So, in the mid-70's, right after the 111 came to Melrose, the

Wing started in the works the proposal--or the idea started form-

ing in the minds--of expanding the Melrose Bombing Range so that

we can maneuver realistically in the target area itself. Also in

the mid-70's, another need became quite evident; and that was the

area needed to be expanded for two reasons--one is our maneuver-

ability and the other is for safety.

The United States Air Force, through its studies and through

history, has found that the best way to improve the safety of both

the aircrews and the civilians around the range airspace is to have

an area that's approximately ten square miles and an area leading

into the area--an inbound corridor--of about two to three and a

half miles--all of this to promote safety for the aircrews in their

maneuverability and also for the civilians who live around the

range.

Melrose range, at this time--and the Air Force had these

ideas back in the mid-70's--Melrose at this time is one-third the

size of what the Air Force stated is sufficient.

This shows a pretty good representation of what we have with

the history of the Melrose Bombing Range (Slide Number 11). The

two little circles are the two scoring targets that first came in

the early 50's. This is the tactical target (pointing to slide)
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which happened to enhance our techniques--our tactics--and give

a more realistic approach to the range. This is the area that

acts as a buffer zone--a safety zone--for the aircrews and for the

civilians, which is one-third of the size that we feel is necessary

(pointed to slide). And here are--I'm sure the people will notice--

the areas we are now supposed to try to avoid flying over if at all

possible.

I've told you why we need airspace. I've told you why we

need the range boundaries increased. Now, I'll give you the

reasons. Besides these reasons I've stated, I am an instructor

* pilot that daily, in and out, day in and day out, flies to the

Melrose Bomb Range to practice with students to teach them how to

fly in a combat environment. I also teach the aircrews that are

down in mission-ready squadrons. Unless I am able to teach them

to maneuver the aircraft to the max extent possible, I'm not

teaching them as much as I can. Their training's being a little

degraded. And these reasons are why it's being degraded: (Slide 12)

When they're coming in for their normal training mission, at

the present time, with the run-ins that we are restricted to having,

which are basically north and south, it's very stereotyped--very

static--it's a very canned mission that they normally fly. It's

not very realistic. By expanding the area, although we'll still

only be able to come into the range from north and south, the

* buffer area will allow us maneuvering airspace to attack these
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it requires is that we start maneuvering five miles away to pop

up on the target--five miles away. So, we'll make our maneuver,

pop up to a certain angle given for different deliveries, and

start trying to visually acquire the target. We then roll in--

and all of our training is predicated that we're only going to

roll in for five seconds--but, when we use this delivery, that

five seconds does two things. One; it allows me to visually

acquire the target and give a great degree of accuracy on identify-

ing this target. And, another one is, on this dive angle, it

allows me to concentrate on the weapons delivery. It allows me

to concentrate the weapons themselves on the target, ensuring

more of a kill ratio.

As I said, this requires five miles maneuvering airspace.

Presently, we're restricted on our run-in heading in doing that.

Not only does it require the maneuvering space, when we start to

maneuver, it also takes my airspace to come up to that maneuvering

point; so another delivery.

We have still yet one more primary delivery in the F-ill

Delta and that is what we call a TOSS delivery. The F-Ill is one

of the most sophisticated aircraft in the Air Force inventory.

We have general navigation computers, weapons delivery computers,

and inertial navigation systems on the aircraft which allow us a

great degree of accuracy when maneuvering at low level, even

though sometimes we're going so fast it may be, without the help
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so'accurate tat we can have a high degree of reliability on the

destruction of that target and it will also increase the surviv-

ability rate of the aircraft and the aircrew--five or six miles

to pull away--more miles needed to maneuver into the airspace.

But, once again, we're restricted on this delivery from a TOSS

delivery because of the present restrictions on the area of only

doing it from the north. We can't even--we're not even allowed,

for safety reasons, to do this one from the south.

All of these objectives--all this training that we do--

teaches the aircrews--and hopefully they learn from it--how to

survive in that combat scenario. And, of course, with the extension

of the maneuvering airspace, coming up to TAC standard, we increase

the safety factor. The civilians are further away from where we're

dropping the bombs-; the aircrews are no longer worried about having

to break left--especially if an aircraft malfunction occurs; and

thr rp1iq]ii training and h safety of boL .civilians and air-

crews is assured.

This next picture is going to show you the actual range size

now and what the proposed effect would be (Slide Number 13). Notice
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how close--and the crossed-out areas is no secret--it's where

certain dwellings are--homes are--that we have to try and avoid--

and notice that, if we were granted this land, those dwellings

would be outside maneuvering airspace. Also notice that we could

now bring maneuvering from the left--from the east--or from the

west, from the north, or from the south--current restrictions that

are very hard to live with at this time.

Melrose Range, although we're the primary scheduling wing that

keeps control of Melrose Range, is also used by other wings. These

are some of the bases that they are stationed at (referring to

* Slide Number 14) and some of the states that they come from. It is

an Air Force range.

In summary, ladies and gentlemen, as an instructor pilot at

Cannon Air Force Base, I'm very restricted on the amount of training

I can give our aircrews that we expect to go to combat some day.

We want to train them the same way we expect them to fight in com-

bat. By putting the restrictions on the maneuvering airspace that

you have given us at Melrose Range, it's very similar to having

the Dallas Cowboys come in here and practice football. The passes

wouldn't be as long; the defensive backs certainly wouldn't have

to spread out too far; White couldn't drop back too far for a pass;

nor could the punt go very far. Same thing--you couldn't expect

them to play or be very well prepared for a game against the

* Redskins if they were restricted to that kind of training.
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It also applies to aircrews training at Melrose Bomb Range.

For the aircrews of the F-111D to successfully be able to complete

a future combat mission, we must be able to practice our tactical

delivery techniques in an environment that as close as possible

simulates the actual combat conditions we will some day encounter.

That concludes my briefing. Thank you very much.

COMMENTS BY COLONEL RATCLIFF:

As I indicated, now is the time when you will have the

opportunity to pose questions. The questions that would be appro-

priate at this particular time would be, of course, those that

* would relate to the briefing that has just been given. Under

those circumstances, then, this would not be the appropriate time

to be making a statement. That, of course, will be at F 7 ' r

point. Nor, would it be an appropriate time to addres( ron-

mental issues. The briefing, of course, has dealt with .,e

mission of the Air Force and the significance of the Melrose

Range in connection with that mission. And the questions, then,

that we're going to consider at this point are those that would

help to clarify for you the Air Force mission with regard to the

Melrose Range.

I would ask, of course, in just a moment when I'm going to

ask for a show of hands, for those who do wish to pose a question,

I will try to take the individuals in the order in which I can see

. that their hands have been raised. Since this needs to be taken
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down by the reporter, I'm going to ask that as the individual is

recognized, if you would, please come up to the microphone which

would be to my left, and utilize it. And, when you speak, I would

ask you also, if you would, to identify for the benefit of the

reporter your name and your address. And, when a representative of

the Air Force speaks, so that it's likewise identified for the

record as to who has provided the answer, I'm going to ask likewise

that the Air Force representative give his rank and his name and

his particular position.

In connection further, of course, with the questions, hope-

fully you understand the nature of the kind of questions that we're

accepting at this time. As you can imagine, this is not a time

for debate--that's not why we're here--or for cross-examining of

the individual; not for argument or anything of that nature; but

certainly to entertain the questions that you might have in this

particular area.

All right. At this time, let me ask for a show of hands--and

as I indicated--all right, here's a gentleman right here that I

think was the very first, in about the sixth row back. Sir, could

you come up to the microphone and pose your question, please.

(Unidentified Speaker) Which microphone?

(Colonel Ratcliff) It would be over here to your right.

Would you please give your name and address.
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QUESTIONS FROM AUDIENCE:

(Ike Morgan) Did I understand the gentleman to say that, with

the new arrangements with the expansion, so that you'd come in from

an east to the west approach?

(Capt Moss) No sir, that's not. We will still be restricted

in coming in from our approach corridors from the north and from

the south. However, once in the range complex itself--the area--

we will be--we will now have at our accessibility the maneuvering

airspace to attack the targets from the north, south, east and

west.

* (Ike Morgan) But no approach from the east?

(Capt Moss) No sir.

(Col Ratcliff) Sir, could you at least give us your name for

the record, please?

(Capt Moss) Your name?

(Ike Morgan) Ike Morgan.

(Capt Moss) Ike Morgan.

(Col Ratcliff) I believe there was another hand that was

raised immediately behind this gentleman--yes sir--if you would

come forward, please.

(Guy Martin) My name is Guy Martin and I was born and raised

in the area where this expansion is going to be. And they have

a cemetery out there where my folks are buried. What are they

S going to do about that?
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(Col Ratcliff) I believe, sir, the nature of your question

is not one at the moment that relates to the mission; and I would

ask, if you would, to reserve that for the latter portion in the

proceedings, if you would please. Do you have a question with

regard to the mission that has been discussed in the briefing?

(Guy Martin) No, I guess not right at the time.

(Col Ratliff) All right, then, thank you sir.

(Jack Greathouse) Could you throw your projection back where

you showed the range with the houses limitations within the

present range?

(Capt Moss) Would you say your name, please?

(Jack Greathouse) I'm Jack Greathouse. I think it was about

the second or third one back. It said "The Present Range"--

(Capt Moss) The one that has the old range with the present

range on it?

(Jack Greathouse) Yes sir. Showing some circles, which I

assume were houses.

(Capt Moss) Yes sir. (Slide Number 11 was displayed)

(Jack Greathouse) Would you please identify the circle on

the right hand side, immediately outside the present bombing

range? Whose house is this?

(Capt Moss) Sir, as far as an actual name is concerned--and

as far as all the areas are concerned that are marked on the maps--

the aircrews do not know specific names, nor do we really desire

to know specific names. What we do is that we identify someone
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who has complained of a noise complaint, or perhaps some other

problem may have occurred while the use of Melrose Range was in

effect, and then on every map that is used by every aircrew, the

Wing instructs us to mark those areas so that we will try in the

future to avoid flying over them. True, there's probably been

flight over. Again, you've got to realize--I'll reiterate again

that I'm an instructor pilot and I fly with students. You can

say that, "Don't fly over that spot" and before he flies over that

spot I'll have to take the aircraft away from him; but, to the

best of every aircrew's ability in the Wing, they try and avoid

*any spot or any area that we have located as a potential hazard.

(Jack Greathouse) Why was that house not in the DEIS study?

(Capt Moss) The reasons why it was not in the DEIS study,

I don't know and I can't answer. I can only say that it is now

on the present route books that the aircrews use, sir.

(Col Ratcliff) I don't believe that particular question

related to the mission that was just briefed.

(Capt Moss) Were you needing another slide?

(Negative response)

(Col Ratcliff) All right, the gentleman back here.

(Thor Stephenson) My name is Thor Stephenson, T-H-O-R. Sir,

as I understand, or I must assume, that in the late '60's, at the

time of the first expansion of this range, the acreage that it was

expanded was assumed to be adequate to take care of training re-

quirements. Now, you're coming before the people again to ask
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for more area--and granted, I'm well aware that the F-111D and

the F-15 are more sophisticated, faster and take more airspace.

The question is, are we going to be back here in 15 years doing

this all over again when you have a more sophisticated aircraft?

(Capt Moss) Once again, I'm sorry, but later in the briefing

that will be addressed by representatives of TAC. As far as an

operational stand point of view, I can't really answer that

question.

(Thor Stephenson) Okay, thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) All right. I'm not for sure which of you

gentlemen had your hand up first. I think this gentleman back

'here actually may have.

(Jim Dickenson) .I'm Jim Dickenson. I'd like to refer to the

map we had up there while ago. We don't have to see it. I live

about up there where those horses' eyes are on the wall (referring

to a painting on the gymnasium wall) and I would love to get me

one of them round X's. I've pulled bombs off of me; I've landed

planes on me; and I'm not very safe where I live at all. And,

I'd like to know how I get one of those red X's put over me that

would avoid at all cost instead of come over at all cost?

(Capt Moss) Once again, that's really not my area of exper-

tise. However, by contacting Capt Compton, here, sir, something--

(Jim Dickenson) I've turned it into the base so many times,

I'm sick of it. But, you're a pilot and apparently you know

nothing about it at all.
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(Capt Moss) Well, as far as what it takes to actually become

a restricted area, I cannot answer that--because for what you

just said, I'm a pilot and my main job is to fly. But, once

somebody restricts me, then I'll follow the restriction; but, up

to that point, that's really not a--I'm sorry, again, that's not

a question I can answer.

(Jim Dickenson) I was told several times that all pilots are

informed to stay off my house. And they really do stay off of

it.

(Capt Moss) I will address it in the context that the

* experience that I have had in the 111--and this is from a personal

standpoint--I have never, nor allowed a student to, intentionally

fly over a house to cause any sort of noise disturbance or cer-

tainly any sort of disturbance that could come about from the

dropping of a bomb.

(Jim Dickenson) One more question. Was you in a plane yes-

terday?

(Capt Moss) No sir. I was practicing this briefing yester-

day.

(Jim Dickenson) Okay. You're the only one that didn't fly

over yesterday.

(Col Ratcliff) All right, sir.

(Dan Greathouse) I wanted to know a question--an answer to

* a question here. What is the horizontal turning radius of an F-Ill

at full attack speed?
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(Capt Moss) At full attack speed? The turning radius for the

F-ill at full attack speed differs. For a different delivery that

we use on a different target on a different day with different

environmental characteristics that we'd be going over--whether

it's cloudy, which will also determine what our speed will be;

whether--it will also be determining our delivery--it can be as

small as four miles--it can be as small as two and a half miles,

which is when we are configured to land; or it can be as large as

15 miles when we're going full AB. Your question is--somewhere

in between.

(Dan Greathouse) Okay. Two to--

(Capt Moss) We will not be using full AB on the range.

(Dan Greathouse) So two to fifteen? Anywhere between--

(Capt Moss) Two and a half to fifteen.

(Dan Greathouse) Two and a half to fifteen miles? Okay,

thank you.

(Capt Moss) But I'd like to stress that the fifteen miles is,

at our max airspeed, supersonic; and, I'm sorry, but I actually

believe it's greater than that. Our max capability of airspeed

is something like 2.5; but that's up at altitude--a very high

altitude.

(Col Ratcliff) All right. Let me see, then, if there are

any further questions to be posed at this time with regard to

the mission briefing. All right. I do not see any further hands

at this point. We will thus conclude that portion of the
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proceedings. And now, of course, we come to that portion that I

mentioned where statements are to be received. Now, some of the

visiting dignitaries have indicated that they desire to speak.

And, of course, they will be given the opportunity to do so.

I already have a number of cards of those of you who have indicated

that you desire to speak; and I have not arranged those in any

particular order.

I will, of course, use these cards for the purpose of announcing

the speakers. The addresses that are on these cards will also be

used for mailing copies of the transcript of this hearing and the

final environment impact statement to those who make statements.

For those who have not participated in the hearing but desire a

copy, one may be obtained at a reasonable charge--and I will give

you an address at a later point.

If--again, if you have failed at this point to obtain one of

the cards, you, of course, may still do so and be included among

those who will speak.

Once again, when we begin to call the names, I will ask that

you come to the microphone and, of course, identify yourself. For

those who are representing an organization, you will be allowed

10 minutes for speaking. For those who are speaking simply on your

own--that is, you're not representing some organization--you will

be allowed five minutes.

As a timekeeper, we have Lt Brubaker who will be keeping time

and he will be advising the speaker when you have one minute left
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and then, of course, when your time is up. If you happen to have

a written statement and you would like to read it, you, of course,

may read it and may also submit it to have it attached to the

transcript. I would indicate, of course, also that if you do not

have a statement that you wish to make, whether written or orally

this evening, but you do wish to submit a statement--or perhaps

you know of someone who wishes to submit one--you may do so; and

I, again, will give you an address at a later point in the pro-

ceedings. This written statement, however, must be submitted so

as to arrive not later than 30 June of 1984--in other words, the

end of this month.

As I indicated previously, as to the questions on the mission

briefings, you were limited in that part of the meeting. At this

portion of the meeting, you, of course, may not only make state-

ments; but, if you have questions that you wish to pose in regard

to the environment, you may pose those questions.

Now, the questions that will be posed, if you pose it at this

time, there will not be any answers provided on the environmental

portion; however, these questions will be a part of the record

and, of course, will receive attention in the evaluation.

I would indicate, of course, in connection with this, the

fact that someone does not get up and make a statement in response

to either a question or a statement that you make, should not be

taken as an indication of an Air Force position one way or the

other with regard to your statement.
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All right, at this time I'm going to begin to call upon some

of the dignitaries who are present this evening. And I might

indicate, of course, that, in addition to a number of the digni-

taries who have already been mentioned and introduced to you, that

we have several individuals present who are speaking, I think,

p-.Lticularly with regard to the school board; and these, of course,

will follow immediately after the dignitaries.

First of all, Mr Poe Corn, if you would please.

COMMENTS FROM AUDIENCE:

(Poe Corn) My name is Poe Corn and I'm here representing

Senator Pete Domenici at this meeting. And my purpose in coming

before you is to read a statement from him. This statement is to

all interested citizens attending the Melrose Bombing Range

Public Hearing in Floyd on June 6, 1984.

"I'm sorry I cannot be with you tonight; however, the Senate

is working on the Department of Defense authorization for 1985.

I do share your concern regarding the expansion of the Melrose

Bombing Range.

On April the 10th, Senator Bihgaman, Congressman Skeen and

myself asked the Air Force to extend the comment period until June

the 30th, to provide citizens sufficient time for deliberate

preparation of a thorough response to the Draft EIS.

The purpose of this meeting tonight is to bring out the

issues and concerns, including the local school district funding,

the New Mexico Boys' Ranch, the size of the economical ranching
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units, the effect on present bombing range land now leased for

grazing, and any others. Please do not be reluctant to individually

present your concerns tonight.

The funds to purchase the land for any extension will not be

requested until the 1986 fiscal military construction budget. This

will allow time to properly address all our questions. You have

my promise that all concerns will be fully addressed and answered

before any action of finality is taken in this matter.

Yours truly, Pete Domenici."

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Mr Vince Murphy.

(Vince Murphy) Mr Secretary, Air Force staff. Senator

Bingaman appreciates the scheduling of this meeting in Floyd and

the 60-day extension for this important hearing. Our role, as

staff, tonight is to listen to the concerns of the Floyd community

and record those concerns and relay your comments to Senator

Bingaman.

In reference to the draft EIS, the following comments are

offered: Senator Bingaman's office has received concerns regard-

ing the distribution of the EIS and the lack of response to the

comments which have been submitted. Some of the affected individuals:

w were not aware of the EIS or this hearing. These complaints were

obtained from surface and sub-surface mineral right owners.

Comments have also been received from state and federal

agencies regarding their lack of awareness of this hearing. In
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summary, Senator Bingaman is in support of an open process to

obtain all points of view regarding the Melrose Range Expansion -
0

Proposal.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Mr Jim Baca.

(Jim Baca) Thank you very much, Colonel. I appreciate the

opportunity to attend the hearing today. And, if you'll just

bear with me, I think I better read this, because I think I have

something to say here tonight.

At the outset, it must be made clear that I strongly oppose

the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, as it is currently

proposed in this Environmental Impact Statement. My opposition

is based on obvious deficiencies in the DEIS--primarily, the

failure to address the impact of this proposal on my office and

its function. My opposition shall remain strong and I will

direct all the resources at my disposal to defeat this proposed

expansion unless and until the Air Force and the federal govern-

ment realistically recognize the importance and the purpose of

the state trust lands involved in this proposal.

What I desire is that the federal government make commitments

%0 to exchange land equal in value and potential before actually

acquiring any state trust land. I am further compelled to take

this position because of the awful experience I have had--and some

of you in this room have had--and my predecessors have had and
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continue to have with the federal government's acquisition of the

White Sands Missile Range. For over 40 years, New Mexico citizens,

including commissioners of public lands, have attempted to get fair

treatment in compensation for and in exchange for land from the

state trust lands taken for the use of the White Sands Missile

Range. Those attempts have failed. We have even had to file

lawsuits in order to protect our interests. To date, we are still

waiting for the proper satisfaction.

To the extent that I am able, I will not create for my

successors and for the citizens of New Mexico another White Sands

situation here in eastern New Mexico.

To correct a serious misconception evident in the DEIS, the

state land involved is not land of general use for the public.

It is not public land. No one uses it without paying a fair market

value fee for that use--and I know I'm questioning what fair market

value is with some of you ranchers right now; but I think we're all

on the same side right now. This land, in fact, is land held in

trust by the state and administered in trust by me as the elected

Commissioner of Public Lands in this state to generate revenue

exclusively for specifically identified beneficiaries. These

beneficiaries include public schools and certain public institutions.

In this particular case, we are dealing with land held to support

elementary and secondary education and to support water conserva-

tion programs administered by the State Engineer.

The state trust land, which is the subject of the proposal to

expand the Melrose Bombing Range, was granted to New Mexico as
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part of the compact New Mexico entered into with the United States

government for a grant of statehood. Legislative history strongly

shows that Congress wanted to make sure that New Mexico had a land

base sufficient to make New Mexico financially viable as a state.

In granting land to New Mexico, Congress placed very stringent

controls on how I, as the trust administrator, can use the trust

land. These stringent controls assure that the purpose of the

land is properly fulfilled and that the land's potential remains

dedicated to its beneficiaries.

A prime example of these restrictions is the proscription

* against selling mineral rights. I can only lease them. I can

never sell them.

The proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range seeks to

acquire approximately 60,000 acres of state trust land, where the

trust owns both the mineral and surface rights, and another 6,000

* acres of minerals only. The impact statement is inaccurate in

this respect, indicating a wrong figure of the amount of state

trust lands that are affected by this proposal.

Since the proposal encompasses about 54,000 acres, I control,

as a fiduciary--trust officer--approximately one-third of the

land that the Air Force is attempting to acquire. Currently, this

land is fulfilling its congressionally mandated purpose--it is

making money for the trust beneficiaries and has a potential for

* earning much more. The highest and best use of the surface estate

of the trust land involved is for ranching and agricultural purposes;
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and all of the surface estate is, in fact, leased out to several

different entities for these purposes, producing rental income for

the beneficiaries. This rental income money goes into the bene-

ficiaries' income account and it is thus available annually for

the beneficiaries' needs.

As far as the mineral estate of the state trust land goes,

at the present time well over half of the land is under oil and

gas leases generating lease bonus income. In this area, there is

potential for a high level of oil and gas development. There is

a specific reason why I believe the beneficiaries will suffer

greatly if this land is acquired by the governmehit and not replaced

by land of equal value and potential. For example, the New Mexico

Institute of Mining and Technology has classified this area as

being the most favorable for exploration and potential development.

Further, the United States Department of Interior, in Geological

Survey Circular No. 725, published in 1975, estimated that the

reserves in the area were 79 barrels of oil per acre and 539,000

cubic feet of gas per acre. On the state trust land involved in

the proposal alone, this is equivalent of approximately 1,750,000

barrels of oil and five and one-third million MCF gas, worth

approximately, at today's market rates, $66,0001000.

The royalty benefits alone to the beneficiaries--and those

beneficiaries are school children--could amount to $10,000,000,

and that doesn't even count the severance taxes, property taxes,

and everything else we could generate off such production. Moreover,@
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in light of the potential for oil and gas development in the

entire expansion area, New Mexico will be deprived of millions of

dollars of economic development.

The primary fault of your Draft Environmental Impact Statement

is that it contains not one mention of the purpose of the state

trust land in regard to the impact and consequences of this

proposed expansion. In fact, the Statement implies that state

trust lands were purposefully sought for expansion because it

would be the easiest and cheapest to acquire. For instance, on

page 4 of the Statement, a reference to AFR 50-46, Chapter 2,

* indicates that the Air Force is only looking at potential areas

where there are blocks of federal and state land. Again, I must

emphasize that the state trust land should be considered by the

Air Force as if it was privately-owned land. Thus, it does not

fit the proper criteria for proposed expansion area, unless the

proposal also contains the identification of land of equal value

and potential for exchange.

An entry on page 12 of the Statement reiterates the current

Bureau of Land Management policy against participating in three-

party land exchanges. In this case, that would involve the Air

Force acquiring the state land and BLM, as merely another facet

of the federal government, transferring land of equal value and

potential to the land commissioner's office, rather than the trust

* receiving monetary compensation. This recitation of BLM policy,

7 however, does not tell me what the Air Force believes about
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- an exchange and whether or not the Air Force is willing to con-

Svince the BLM and the Secretary of the Department of Interior that

such an exchange is, in fact, in the public interest.

Obviously, from what I have commented here so far, an exchange

of land is the only way in which the Air Force and the federal

government are going to get my cooperation as the administrator of

a third of the acres that the Air Force is seeking. I strongly

believe that limiting New Mexico to compensation in the form of

cash actually perverts the purpose for which Congress gave New

Mexico this trust land. We all know, as a practical matter, that

retention of land will return revenue to New Mexico beneficiaries

many times greater than a monetary award could generate. Moreover,

by retaining land and/leasing it, I am able to create current
/

income for the beneficiaries from rents and bonuses, while increas-

ing the beneficiaries permanent funds from the royalties.

Of course, as pointed out here already, the Statement has no

discussion of the impact on the beneficiaries of the loss of this

income and permanent fund monies that this land can generate--and

I can tell you something, some of this land generated this beautiful

gymnasium we're in right now.

Finally, I must criticize the Statement for its superficial

treatment of alternatives to the proposed expansion. Considering

the extremely negative impact that the proposed expansion will have

on landowners and beneficiaries, without any evident positive

economic on the community--and I would remind you that on page 4
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of the Statement it is stated that the Air Force does not foresee

an increase of activity at the Melrose Bombing Range--we shall make

every attempt--every attempt should be made to make one of the

alternatives acceptable for the 27th Tactical Fighter Wings weapons

requirements, to get into a land trade with us--and, if you ever

get into a land trade with the federal government, be prepared for

the worst time of your life--just the worst time of your life.

Thank you. (See also Atch 1)

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Ed Cole. I might indicate, in many of

these instances I may have the name and the address. In some

instances, of course, the address is not complete on the informa-

tion that we have. And, particularly if you are interested in

receiving, a copy of the transcript, it would be highly important

for us to have the address. Mr Cole.

(Ed Cole) Thank you. I'm Ed Cole, Superintendent of the

.Floyd Municipal School System; and this evening I would like to

speak a few moments on the position of the school district and the

people that are represented by this community on the proposed

expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

As I first start, though, I would like to erase a misconception

or two. During the recent weeks, I have heard two statements made:

one, that we are against the Melrose Bombing Range; and, two, we

are against an expanded Melrose Bombing Range that would be in

* flying time of the air base. This is wrong. Our district and the

people represented by the community support a strong military force



for our nation. If you will think back a few years ago, to 1976,

July the 4th, our nation celebrated 200 years of freedom and inde-

pendence. Recently, I had the opportunity to read a newspaper of

that time and how the Floyd community celebrated that 200 years of

independence and freedom. But, also during that day of celebra-

tion they took time to remember the ten men who gave their lives

for the defense of our nation. We believe in a strong military

force.

This community has always paid its taxes, supported its

schools, supported its churches. They have supported all of the

community enterprises and they have worked hard in what I consider

the work ethic that has made this nation strong. But if there comes

a point in a man's life when he feels that the government has

taken more than it needs to, then we must consider whether it is

right or wrong--and that is the position of the Floyd School

System tonight, whether the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range,

taking private land is right or wrong; whether the government is

going to make servants of us or whether the government is going to

perform a service for us. That is a critical issue.

It is the position of the school to oppose the expansion of

the present Melrose Bombing Range at the detriment of the school

system. Now, earlier we have heard the history of the range and

how in about 1950 the Air Force leased between seven to eight

thousand acres. Later on, they acquired that land by buying it.

In 1969, they expanded that to between twenty-two to twenty-three
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thousand acres. Most of this came from the Floyd school district;

some of it from the Melrose school district.

If the geographic size of this school district is continually

reduced, eventually--although the government, or the Air Force,

may give us money--what good is a school system if we do not have

students to serve?

Before the bombing range went in, we had two bus runs to the

west mesa area, or the bombing range area. Since then, we have

reduced it. Now, this may seem far fetched to you; but, if you'll

go down Bethel Highway, or the Floyd Highway, and look at the

number of homes and notice the children around them, you can see

that this is a viable school district.

There is always the possibility that the range could be

expanded. Who wants to buy a homesite, make improvements to it,

if they may not be able to keep it? Do we want to have a school

district with a long history, starting with an original bus law

suit that has affected the school transportation of this whole

nation; or, do we want to destroy the Floyd school district?

If the expansion of the bombing range goes through, and it

substracts from the Floyd school district, then maybe we would

like to consider looking at the other school districts that would

benefiL from the economic growth or the increase of the student

enrollment and change their boundaries and add to our district so

* it would continue to be viable. But, looking at the bombing range

expansion, I would like to pose some questions and state some facts:
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If the bombing range is expanded to its seventy-six to seventy-

seven thousand acres, that is 26 percent of our school district.

The first thing I would like for the Air Force to consider

is the safety of the range. Now, the flight pattern is from north

to south. But what happens if it becomes east to west? Tonight,

if we wanted to, we could display examples of bombs that have been

dropped in homes of people living near the range--bombs that have

been dropped as far as the House community, which is a long ways

from the buffer zone. The noise level, the low-flying planes,

the building deterioration--what type of safety would it be for our

school district?

The second point I would like to bring out would be the bond

indebtedness of the gistrict. How will it be solved? Who will

pay for it in the future if the school district is reduced? Do

we want more--do we want less and less people paying for more and

more of the bond indebtedness? How will the Air Force compensate

the school district for this? Sometimes it goes through my mind

that the people who are in favor of the bombing range expansion,

by taking away part of our school district, part of our tax base,

and part of our private property, if they would be in favor of the

bombing range expansion.

Third, there is a bus run, if the expansion goes through, that

would be in the buffer area. Would we have to curtail the bus
(0 runs during the bombing practices, which are every day, 24 hours 0)

a day? How would we provide for the safety of the students?
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And, fourth, I would like to mention the EIS booklet. It is

out of date. The impact statement is about four years old, if it 0'

was written about 1980. An example of the outdatedness of it is

the boys' ranch now being constructed. We talk about the eagles

and the habitats and protecting the wildlife; but, what about the

NJ 0
people who settled this area and lived in it for decades? What 0

kind of protection are we giving them?

And, last, I would like to ask questions about the cultural

resources, the historical impact, the water wells that have been

missed, the miles and miles of water pipeline that would be des-

troyed, and the utilities. The EIS statement has not addressed

these adequately.

The Floyd school system tonight would like to propose that

the Melrose Bombing Range would not take place but, instead, the 0

alternate site of the Lon-Mesa would be selected. This would not

be a major problem. When you would consider that people would not

have to be moved, school districts would not be affected and

private land would not have to be taken, then that would be a

fine alternate site for the bombing range. There is much federal

land there already; the MOA's are -!ready being used by the Air

Force; and this could be an alternate site. So, to the US Government

and to the US Air Force, we would ask, on behalf of Lie Floyd school

system tonight, do not take our private land and ruin the school

* district but go to the alternate site.

Thank you. (See also Atch 2)
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(Col Ratcliff) Mr John Whitcamp. Since your address is not

here, sir, would you care to provide your address as well?

(John Whitcamp) You have a card that I filled out already

that has my address on it.

(Col Ratcliff) All right, fine. Thank you.

(John Whitcamp) Ed, I'd like to commend you for a very well-

produced presentation. You covered a lot of areas that I wanted

to cover. You said it very well and I think your community can be

very proud of you.

Since Ed did cover a lot of the areas, I'll curtail what I had

to present and read a brief statement. The Melrose Municipal

School District Number 12 is very concerned about the expansion of

the Melrose Bombing Range. The impact on the school district could

be severe. A serious point of consideration is the fact that the

impact will not be short lived, neither on the Melrose..srhooldis-

trict nor on the adjoining Floyd school district.

We all realize that in projecting potential. impacts, we are

crystal ball gazing. This is what I see--possibly-occurring in the

Melrose district: The loss of from 10 to 25 students., as a result

of relocation or simply not locating in the school district. These

students are those that are currently residing near the proposed

expansion site and those that are anticipated.to move in near the

expansion site. The anticipated students are those that would

locate on the Hart Ranch. I personally do not see the wisdom nor

the logic of building additional facilities--dormitories--at the
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ranch when the land is being lost to the expansion and the unknown

of possibly losing the ranch headquarters, should further expansion

occur.

This coming school year, the Melrose district is expecting

10 students from the Boys' Ranch facility. We have been informed

that, in the future, an additional dormitory would be located

there--and I don't see this happening.

Loss of revenue as a result of private land being taken off

the tax rolls. While the amount might seem minimal--probably in

the neighborhood of $800 to $1000 per year--when you live in a

district the size of Melrose or of Floyd, any loss is a concern.

Bonding issues--bonding capacity--becomes a significant concern.

The Melrose school district will lose 7.75 sections of land.

Again, a small amount; but, any loss, when you're looking at local

o generation in the neighborhood of $11,000 only, a loss of $800 to J

$1000 of that has an impact upon a small district's operating

budget.

The loss of one bus route currently operating near the pro-

posed expansion site would occur. Should the families living in

this area decide to relocate, there would not be enough students

left in the area to justify the route. This may leave some district re
0 0
(J residents faced wiLh providing their own transportation to school N

or to the nearest available bus stop. It could also place serious

rerouting responsibilities on the school district and the contrac-

tors.
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The loss of significant scientific opportunities, currently

being utilized by instructors and students of the Melrose school

district, would occur--specifically, some early man sites and

paleo-indian fuel sites directly associated with the proposed

expansion area. The loss of academic opportunities is immeasurable

when one considers the potential learning opportunities that exist

as well as the motivational tools very useful in stimulating

students to learn. At present, the Melrose schools are utilizing

a bison--a historical bison fuel site--in the proposed expansion

zone. There have been identified additional prehistoric animal

sites there that were not addressed in the Environmental Impact

Statement.

The dollar impact on the Melrose school district is difficult

to project. It will vary from year to year, depending upon what

the legislature does in establishing the program unit value.

Twenty-five students, 7.75 sections of land, one school bus route,

could amount to as much as $70,000 to the Melrose school district

for the next school year, based upon the current program values

and bus route allocations. This amount could pay three teachers'

salaries or provide funding for two academic programs. I dc not

wish to see opportunities for learning taken from students. These

include current opportunities as well as future ones.

The Melrose district is very concerned and we request you to

reconsider your proposed expansion ideas.

Thank you.
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(Col Ratcliff) Mr Al Clemmons.

(Lynn Medlin) Sir, my name is Lynn Medlin. I'm representing

the New Mexico School Board Association. Mr Clemmons was on his

way down here from Santa Fe tonight. He called me about two hours

ago from Santa Rosa. His vehicle had broken down and he had hoped

to make it by the time his name was called. But, I'm representing

the New Mexico School Board Association tonight. Al Clemmons is

Executive Director of our association.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir.

(Lynn Medlin) Okay. I'd just like to give you a little bit

* of background on the school districts within the entire state of

New Mexico. Of course New Mexico, as most of you Floyd residents

know--and most of the residents of Eastern New Mexico know--is an

extremely rural state--extremely rural. We operate the entire

state with 88 school districts--and 88 is--when you only have 88

-school districts in a state the size of New Mexico, then you're

talking about kids riding the bus a long ways and many many very

small school districts.

Of the 88 school districts in 'the state, 54 can be considered

by any measure as small school districts. They would be--they are

the schools that make up the A and AA classified schools within the

state of New Mexico. Thirty-three of the 88 have 500 students or

less in the entire district, K through 12. Twenty of the 88 have

* 200 or less students. Now, of that 20, Floyd is on the top end.

A school district the size of Flyod is larger than approximately 20
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other school districts in the state--18 or 20. So, you can see that

anytime anything happens to 25 percent of many of these school

districts it's a tremendous blow. I'd say 25 percent of any school

district in the state to be all of the sudden missing from that

district would be a tremendous blow to that school district. It

would be very difficult--it would have a serious impact on any

school district in the state. However, there are school districts

in the state that are huge, huge school districts--such as the one

where the alternative site has been proposed. These are very large

school districts. The impact upon people and upon school districts

wculd be minimal, because an area the size of the proposed bombing -

range would be a much smaller percentage of the entire school

district than the one we're talking about here.

Every school district in the state ±s .a _membex of the -New

Mexico School Board Association. Every school :distrikctbelongs.

The Association is, of course, interested in ev-ery. school -district. -

We're very interested in the Floyd school district, as well as the

Melrose district.

It seems to me that the human thing to do would be to locate

a facility like this in a place that impacted on as few .of possible

people--as few people as possible. I think the .areas--the large

areas--of federal land within the state--and the federal government

owns approximately one-third of all land in the state of New Mexico--

they already own it--it just seems to me like there's some place in

that one-third of the area of the state of New Mexico that would be
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suitable for such a thing and it would have less impact on people.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Mr John Russell. Mr Russell, I don't believe

we have an address for you, if you care to give us one.

(John Russell) Excuse me?

(Col Ratcliff) I indicated that I don't believe we got an

address here for you, if you would care to give us one.

(John Russell) Okay. My name is John W. Russell. My resi-

dence is at Route 4, Box 199, Los Lunas, New Mexico 87031. I

represent a group of people who cannot all be present here tonight--

there are a lot of people that are--but those are the people who

own mineral or subsurface rights. Jim Baca almost gave my speech

for me. So, I may cut that part of it short.

I'm not here in an official capacity; but I think my professional

credentials are pertinent. I'm the Director of Land Management

Planning and Environmental Assessment for the southwest region of

the Forest Service, responsible for environmental coordination for

the national forest lands in Arizona, New Mexico and Texas--a little

over 21,000,000 acres.

I've been involved in preparing and reviewing both environ-

mental statements and land use plans since 1971. I am going to

submit a copy of my statement for the record nere tonight; and I

want the record to show that we're also preparing a document that

* we will submit before the end of the comment period, expecting it

to be responded to in the next environmental impact statement. That
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document will cover in more detail some of the things I want to

cover here tonight.

I'm going to cover three areas very quickly. The first one is

the procedures used in the preparation of this Draft Environmental

Impact Statement; the N E P A environmental assessment; and the

decision making process. I want to discuss very briefly the logic,

or substance, of the issues in this possible decision--why it might

not be logical. And, third, the moral, or ethical, or emotional

values involved--and that last one I want to clarify, because as a

government official, having been with the federal government for

26 years and having attended a lot of these public meetings and

being responsible for preparing and collating public comments, I

know that feelings arid emotion do not count in such public hearings

with the federal government. But, I avoided this emotional trap

until last week when I was travelling on a commercial jet between

Atlanta and Albuquerque and as I got over Clovis and Melrose, after

having come across Texas and looked at that pattern of farm land

with the sprinkler systems and so forth making that pattern of

circles and squares that you see at that height; and, all of a

sudden, that pattern stopped. It stopped just a little ways from

Wily Russell's house. Then I looked at this rather funny pattern

down there and I said, "hat the hec- i t thin- g I never looked

at that thing from the air before."

You know, going to--starting to school at the old Mesa school

house years ago and living there on Charlie Greathouse's ranch,
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never prepared me for the shock of seeing that. Well, I was going

to avoid that; but I couldn't avoid it. As I sat there on that

commercial plane and thought about that, in the time that it takes

me to tell you this, all of the sudden I was over Fort Sumner and

I was looking right straight down on the Pecos River and looking

into the Lon-Mesa area. And I thought, there's got to be something

wrong here. There's something illogical here. That's Melrose

bombing range sitting right there next to all those farm lands--

and I heard tonight, you know, and Ike asked the question, "Will

they fly east and west?" Well, I don't know about all that; but

it sure did look awful close to a lot of farm houses to me, besides

* the eight that are going to be removed.

Anyway, when I looked at the Lon-Mesa site, I couldn't under-

stand--out in the middle of nowhere--I could not understand why the

Air Force wasn't eager to move the Melrose Bombing Range out to

that area. There isn't anything out there, you know, when you look

out from an airplane. And looking at it and flying at that speed,

in comparing of commercial jet speed of 500 miles per hour to what

the F-111D must travel--and I watched them last summer--sat on the

road and watched them--they are awesome. They move, man. And I

flew directly over the path of those bombing runs. And I couldn't

figure that out. I just wondered why you weren't eager to move

that. Why move the range further from what is obviously a well-

used transcontinental flight path? I was there. Move the range

* to an area that is away from an obviously well-inhabited farming
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area where there's room for future expansion if needed? You can't

kid me. This isn't the end of the expansion. Why not move to an area

that is still only brief seconds away from Cannon Air Force--and,

certainly, a very brief run in the fast fighter planes that I saw

last summer?

So, looking at the logic, I wondered, "Well, why not?" I

concluded that the Air Force wants to expand the present bombing

range primarily because it's there already and they have been using

it all these years. It's already there and they're accustomed to

using it. They're comfortable with it. Why change if you don't

need to? Maybe another reason is because they've never calculated

the comparative costs of purchasing both surface and subsurface

o property and been required to pay a fair market value for both

real estate and mineral rights, nor have they been charged for

potential or future loss of revenue from farming, ranching or gas--

and Jim Baca addressed that, so I'm going to skip ov-er-part of mine.

It will be in the record.

I want to now turn to the procedures. I've talked a little

bit about the emotion. I've talked a little bit'about the logic,

or the lack of it. Now, I want to talk about the need for the

environmental assessment process.

When it is properly use, it requires that a government agency

take an objective look at such effects and compare different ways

of doing things to ultimately make a decision with the least impact

on the quality of the human environment--quality of the human
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environment--that counts for people, too. There's no evidence in

the DEIS that I reviewed that such evaluations were made in any
0

deliberate or systematic way. It was apparently not even done

by any participation of those responsible for making the actual

0 decision. I have been told it was prepared under contract. This 0

in itself is contrary to the basic purpose and intent of the

National Environmental Policy Act and the implementing regulations

by the Council on Environmental Quality. Those are stated in

40 CFR--Code of Federal Regulations, excuse me--it's a bureaucrat--

Code of Federal Regulations, CFR, parts 1500 and 1508. They make

it clear the purpose of NEPA is not better documents but better

decisions and actions by public officials.

I want to run through some other things about that, that are

specific in terms of the inconsistencies with that set of regula-

tions. Number one, it states "Agencies shall not commit resources

prejudicing selection of alternatives before making a final

decision." Don't make up your mind and make a decision, commit

resources to it, and then go through the NEPA process. In February

1983, the Air Force apparently told Congressman Skeen, in a letter

I saw--he quotes them--"efforts were made to include expansion

proposals for the FY 85 budget but were subsequently dropped.

Current plans call for the purchase of approximately 50,000 acres 0
00
C in the 86 budget proposal." When you do that and you make those

* requests, you are committing resources, because you must make a

decision in those requests to give something else up. So, even a
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budget request is a commitment of resources--a violation of that

basic intent.

The second one is: "EIS's shall be used to assess impacts rather

than justifying decisions already made." The Clovis News Journal

quoted Senator Domenici, who had received detailed information from

the military. It said, "The military will be reporting to me the

exact names of the landowners, what the owners think about the pro-

posal and how they will be compensated." I heard a real estate

thing is going on here tonight. What are we doing that for if we

haven't made the decision yet? This may have been a slip of the 0

tongue, but it looks like the decision to compensate was made back

in 1980.

Okay, so that's 1earsay. Let's go to the DEIS itself. The

regulations say that "Agencies shall use an interdisciplinary

approach." Page 37 of the DEIS shows Mr Shotton, an overall preparer,

and nine other developers of information--these latter cover opera-

tional information, whatever that is; legal information; air and

o noise pollution; water resource; soils; and real estate. There's -

no educational or experience given as professional credentials for

these preparers. Based on the issues, one would also expect to see

additional disciplines and professional people with credentials

addressing archeology or cultural resources, wildlife--especially

threatened and endangered species, such as the Soithern Bald Eagle,

although there are a lot of others out there--geology, petroleum

engineering, ecology, range or grazing science, and economics or
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social science. Where were these people? Since the scope of issues

is not presented in the summary, as required in Section 1502.12,

you can't really tell whether the total interdisciplinary needs are

met or not.

And another one: "Agencies shall reduce delay by:"--quote

from the reg--"using the scoping process, establishing appropriate

time limits. In scoping, the agency shall indicate the relation-

ship between timing of the preparation of the analysis and their

tentative planning and decision-making process and they're encouraged

to set time limits." The chronology, or history, of the expansion

of the Melrose Bombing Range, is revealing in that regard. Page 1

* of the DEIS says the assignment of F-111D aircraft was in 1971. I

learned tonight that they've been considering expansion since the

mid-70's. Page D-4 of the DEIS is a letter from the Department of

the Interior dated 1977 about threatened and endangered species.

You go on through and in 1980 and '81 we saw notices in the Federal

Register and so forth; and tonight here we are, June 6, 1984, four

years later, still talking about the draft statement--13 years after

F-111D aircraft were assigned at Cannon Air Force Base--six years

after the Department of the Interior letter on threatened and

endangered species. Target dates that were given varied all the

way from February of 1981 to the fall of 1981--and they were all

over the board. There was no certainty established about when the

target date was. Now, regardless of the reasons for the delay--

* and I know from experience there are reasons for delay--there are
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two important results: the long delay does not meet the intent of

Y the Code of Federal Regulations and the net effect on these people

who are directly effected is prolonged harassment, mental anguish

and economic loss. How can they plan for their personal economic

future and operation of farms and ranches, or oil and gas develop-

ment, with this hanging over their heads? How long should people

be forced to suffer under such delay, which is contrary to law?

Since Congress must approve the expansion, perhaps they need

to pass legislation prohibiting it forever.

Again, the alternatives section is the heart of the environ-

mental impact statement, to present the environmental impacts in

a comparative form so you can look at this alternative and that

alternative, be able to compare the two and see which one is better

in relation to the environmental effects. The xegnlations zze -very

specific about that.

(Col Ratcliff) Excuse me. Of course, you-'ve a x-eady-exceeded -

your time. If you could draw it to a close and--

(John Russell) I'll do that very quickly. I have about two

more points.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you.

(John Russell) One of--the three criteria that were- used to

look at these alternatives are themselves self-defeatinu, because

one of them says that it must be mostly public land; another one is

there must be availability of restricted airspace; and it must be

close enough to allow present usage. Those criteria, used in the
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alternative presentation, by themselves, eliminate Melrose Bombing if)

(.3J Range as it presently exists, because it is primarily private land.

I will draw to a close. I had one more point and that one was

about getting a draft statement that has no date on it, no place to

write to, nobody to send the comments to--a very evident violation

of NEPA.

Okay, I have deliberately avoided some of these individual

environmental and economic issues and dealt primarily with the

process. I believe it is up to the Air Force to follow the NEPA

process and meet both their spirit and intent. And, when they do

this and resubmit a draft environmental impact statement--for that

is the only way they can comply--they will surely discover it's

in the best interest of the people of the United States, both

economically and environmentally, to close Melrose Bombing Range

as it exists and train somewhere else on public lands.

Thank you. (See also Atch 3)

(Col Ratcliff) Mr James Shackleford. I don't believe I have

your address down here, either--if you'd care to give us an address

for you, sir.

(James Shackleford) I filled out a card that has the address

on it there, sir.

(Col .. f) 1 g . Fine.

(James Shackleford) I am James D. Shackleford, Manager of the

* Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Cooperative, Portales, New Mexico,

217 South Avenue C. I have a letter here that I will give to the
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lady to put on record in just a moment. I will go ahead and read

it. "To Whom it May Concern: The telephone plant involved in the

proposed expansioa area of the Melrose Air Force Range affects two

certified exchanges of the Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Coopera-

tive, Incorporated, located in Portales.

The Statement, in Section 3.10, page 28, paragraph 4, of the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, is incorrect. There are

approximately twice as many miles of underground telephone lines

within the expansion area. These lines serve improvements within

and west of the proposed expansion area and would require reloca-

tion and therefore cannot be severed from the parent system as

stated. The certified exchange areas filed with the State Corporatio*

Commission of New Merico is as follows:

Floyd Exchange Area--there are approximately 24 miles of under-

ground telephone lines within the expansion area of the Melrose Air

Force Range which serves 12 members from the Floyd exchange area.

These lines serve only two members within the proposed expansion area

and 10 other members to the west and southwest of the proposed

expansion area.

Melrose Exchange Area--there are approximately 12 miles of

aerial telephone plant within the expansion area which serves five

members from the Melrose Exchange Area. These lines serve only

two members within the proposed expansion area and two other members

to the northwest of the proposed expansion area. 0



The book value of the aerial and underground telephone lines

in the proposed expansion area to be abandoned are as follows:

Floyd Exchange Area--24 miles of underground cable, $60,133; house

wiring, aerial and underground, $1,216; total book value, $61,349.

Melrose Exchange Area--12 miles of aerial telephone plant, $19,561;

house wiring and aerial drops, $608; total book value, $20,169.

Loss of annual revenue of two members, if not relocated, $2,430.

The total book value of aerial and underground telephone lines in

the proposed expansion area are: Floyd Exchange Area, $61,349;

Melrose Exchange Area, $20,169; total book value, $81,518. Loss

of revenues of four members, if not relocated, $5,240.

0Reviewing the Environmental Impact Study, I find no comments
about relocation of the underground and aerial telephone facilities

that are affected in the proposed expansion area of the Melrose

Air Force Range. It would cost the Roosevelt County Telephone

Cooperative approximately $187,000 to relocate the telephone

P facilities to serve the 12 members that are west of the proposed

expansion area that are receiving telephone service. If not

reimbursed for book cost of abandoned telephone facilities, reloca-

tion costs of new underground facilities, and loss of revenues of

the families that are affected by the proposed expansion, this would

not only affect the eight families and 43 landowners, but would

affect approximately 1500 members of the Roosevelt County Rural

Telephone Cooperative who would have to carry the burden of the

added expense to abandon and relocate the telephone facilities in

the proposed expansion area.



The questions we would like answered as soon as possible are

as follows: (1) Will the Roosevelt County Rural Telephone

Cooperative be reimbursed for the loss of cable facilities in the

proposed expansion area? (2) Will the Roosevelt County Rural
R)

Telephone Cooperative be reimbursed for relocation costs of facili-
0

ties to serve the 12 existing member.s west of the proposed expansion

area? (3) If any of the eight families, as stated in the Draft

N) Environmental Impact Statement, relocate in the Roosevelt County

Rural Telephone Cooperative service area, will relocation costs

for the telephone plant be reimbursed? (4) If the families do

R) not relocate in Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Cooperative service0

area, will there be any compensation for lost revenues?

All telephone plant in the proposed expansion area is mortgaged

to the United States Government and sale of existing facilities will A

have tc be approved by the Administrator of the Rural Electrifica-

tion Administ. Ltion, subject to the requirements of the loan docu-

ments."

Thank you. (See also Atch 4)

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Michael Kull, Executive Director for the

New Mexico Boys and Girls Ranches.

(Michael Kull) Because so many of our concerns have already

been addressed here tonight, and for the sake of time, I'm not

going to go over them again. I would like to call, for the record's

sake, your attention to the fact that I wrote an extensive letter

dated April 11, 1984, outlining our concerns and objections to this
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proposal. In conclusion to that letter, we recommended that the

present site be continued as is.

Since that time, the Lon-Mesa site has come to our attention;

and in our opinion--in my opinion--it is obvious that it is the--

would be the most favorable alternative. I don't want to delay

these proceedings any further; but I do want to make just one

brief point--that is that the New Mexico Boys and Girls Ranch is

probably the human side of this story. All of you people who live

around here know that the Hart family willed us the old Hart ranch

and the Board of Directors--we have Andy Sutter with us tonight

who is one of our directors who helped make this decision--decided

to place a facility on that ranch for various reasons. We have

found that the rural setting is the most ideal to raise children.

We have found that you can take children from city life, remove

from them the pressures of the drug culture, of peer pressure, put

them on a ranch where they can take care of anintals and learn to

love animals, and you will see a change in their behavior.

We feel like this is the reason for our success with helping

troubled children from New Mexico. We will soon have over a hundred

children in our care. We do not want to lose the plan that is now

being proposed simply because we use our farming and ranching opera-

tion as a way to help offset some of the expenses.

I do also want to mention to you that, in light of the Environ-

mental Impact Statement, I feel like it is a document that we cannot

live with. I wish that the government would use the same standards

I 
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in pursuing its requests that they require of the private sector.

We have been involved with numerous situations where we had to

deal with the government; and they require us to comply with

horrendous standards that they do not require each other to comply

with.

Therefore, I would ask that, for the record's sake, that the

New Mexico Boys and Girls Ranch go on record as supporting the

Lon-Mesa alternative.

Thank you. (See also Atch 5)

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Denny Gentry, on behalf of the New Mexico

Cattle Growers Association.

(Denny Gentry) Sir, at this time, we would like to not give

any further comments,' because we're going to use a lot of the informa-

tion we receive tonight to add in and to also visit with the

Congressional Delegation to see what can be done about this situation.

It is very obvious to us, in the experience we've had with the super-

sonic overflight over in Catron County and the 40 years' experience

we've had on White Sands Missile Range, that the Air Force is not

going to deal with us fairly.

Thank you, sir.

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Darrell Bostwick, on behalf of the Eastern

New Mexico Natural Gas Association.

(Darrell Bostwick) I'd like to read a statement for Eastern

New Mexico Natural Gas Association. I am President of the Board

of Eastern New Mexico Gas and I would like to present a copy of
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this statement for the record. This statement is in reply to

the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range that affects the

Eastern New Mexico Natural Gas Association.

Due to the expansion, gas service to 32 irrigation wells

will be discontinued and disconnected. The annual revenue derived

from these wells are approximately $236,000.

The Association is a non-profit organization that operates

on a marginal budget. Because of the lost revenue, the cost of

service must be increased to meet the operating expense and the

debt retirement to HUD. An increase in the price may cause

natural gas to be non-competitive with the propane and other

energy sources.

Presently, the Association is looking at new areas of expan-

sion to avoid having to increase the cost of service to meet their

current obligations. If natural gas is not competitive, the

.expansion is impossible, ultimately driving the price increase even

higher. The Association is concerned with the effect that the price

increase will have on the people who are living on fixed income--

our senior citizens in the Melrose, Fort Sumner, and Floyd areas.

The Air Force, at this time, has not addressed this question

of who will own the above-ground equipment, meters, and risers,

presently owned by the Association. The Association is looking at

a large expense to remove and store and prepare the equipment fort

resale at a price much less than the original cost. Some of the

above-ground equipment cannot be reused or salvaged--and I might
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add that this does not include any under-ground line that we have

that would be completely useless.

The Air Force cannot possibly compensate the Association for

the loss of revenue, extra expenditures, and the effect this will

have on its membership. (See also Atch 6)

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Pete Davis, on behalf of the New Mexico Farm

and Livestock Bureau. Mr Davis, I don't believe I have any informa-

tion that shows your address. If you don't mind, could you provide

it for us?

(Truett Bagwell) Just a minute, I'm a substitute.

(Col Ratcliff) Oh, okay.

(Truett Bagwell) My name is Truett Bagwell. I am the

President of the Roosevelt County Farm and Livestock Bureau; and

tonight I'm speaking on behalf of the New Mexico Farm and Livestock

Bureau instead of Mr Davis--and I have given you a card.

(Col Ratcliff) Yes, I've found it.

(Truett Bagwell) Okay. Thank you. I would like to express

my appreciation for being allowed to come before this organization

tonight to express the position of the Farm and Livestock Bureau.

It is the position of the Farm Bureau that the federal government,

where it is feasible, should utilize land that it currently owns

in any expansion efforts that they might need and not to take more

privately owned land into the federal sector.

I would read a brief policy statement that is the official

position of the New Mexico organization. "We request the Governor
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and the Legislature of the State of New Mexico to pursue any and

all measures at their disposal to assure the sovereignty of the

State of New Mexico, its lands and people, and preserve these

rights against federal bombing ranges and other military reserva-

tions. In the event the government condemns land and personal

No property, the persons involved should receive just compensation,

enabling them to be relocated and acquire comparable units and

have more time for relocation purposes." Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Robert Russell, on behalf of the Melrose

Bombing Range Landowners and Operators.

(Robert Russell) Thank you, Colonel. I'm Bob Russell. I

came up here from Dallas today in response to a crying need.

Capt Moss has very clearly demonstrated the need for an

expansion of the training area available to the Clovis range. They

need more area; they need omnidirectional approach; they need to do

this with safety; they need to be able to come in from the east;

they need to be able to come in from the west, the south; and they

need to be able to expand. They need to be able to expand this

training area and they need to be able to come in at low level.

They need to be able to provide navigation experience to their

young students. All these are valid requirements.

I'm a specialist in surface to air warfare; and I can tell you

that I can shoot down any aircraft that comes within 25 miles of

me, if he's above 1000 feet. I will guarantee it, unless he can

jam me or something like that. Now, we've got some pretty good



stuff in that area, too. Now, if these guys can come in on the decks,

pop up and loft a bomb from six miles away, they're pretty hard to

shoot down. And that bomb is awful hard to shoot down, too.

Now, it said in the DEIS that they foresee no future expansion.

History defies that statement. In 1952, they came in and by 1957

they were operating on 7700 acres. In 1967, they had an effort

to acquire 22,000 acres. That was successful and you see it in the

current range. Now we have, starting in 1981, the proposed effort

that expands to 22,000 acres and the proposed 74,000 acres. That's

a tripling every 15 years. If I continue the projection, the fourth

bar on that chart says 240,000 acres in 1999. Okay? Two hundred

and forty thousand acres is a pretty good size chunk of land. If

they take it out of Foosevelt County, there's not going to be much

left for Portales and a few other places.

Now, we give it that there has been demonstrated clearly a need

for Clovis Air Force Base--Cannon Air Force Base--to expand its

training area. Now, the three criteria that were set up in the DEIS--

and all this research has been done from the facts that were avail-

able to the Air Force in 1981--the three criteria that were set up:

suitable and sufficient federal or state owned land meeting minimum

range size requi-ements. That range size requirement is set up in

Part B, availability of airspace for establishment of a 25 x 25

nautical mile restricted area over the range. Okay? That's based

on the F-111D requirement for routes with a 12-mile target run-in.

That's fine. No problem. Ten mile impact area--10 miles by 10 miles--
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good--no problem. That gives us a nice big area to hit. Now, thpy',re,

talking about loft bombing. Loft bombing requires about six-Mile

release--something on that order--computer-directed run-in.. The next

thing that is going to happen is called AMRAM--you play, a little

fire-and-forget game from about 25-30 miles away. You jjust fire it

and it goes thataway and you go thataway.

Now, it works pretty nice; but that says again that we're going

to have an expansion again after this expansion So, why don't we

select an area now that will fit these requirements? Why didn't

they select one in 1981?

(Col Ratcliff) Excuse me, you may still need to speak up a

* little bit. Just from looking across the audience, it looks like some

of the people are straining to hear you.

(Robert Russell) The expansion area called "Lon-Mesa" was

rejected by the 1981 investigator because the FAA wrote a letter

objecting to the relocation of the restricted airspace over the

area called the "Melrose Bombing Range." The Lon-Mesa site met

every criterion that was set up for the training in that area. I

reiterate what those criteria were.. Those criteria were: federal

land, primarily--try to avoid taking private land, as much as you

can, but make sure that it's as much federal land as possible, as

high a percentage as possible; the availability of airspace--25 by

25 miles airspace with a 10 mile by 10 mile impact area; the loca-

tion should be within at least 250 miles of Cannon Air Force Base;

and, again, it needed to be fairly flat so that they could avoid
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mountains and that kind of thing while they're doing all this

training. Okay.

Now, that strong letter from the FAA is a model of bureaucrat-

ese. If I may read, "The proposed Lon-Mesa site would completely

block V68-V83 and V68N-V83E. These airways are the main arteries

between Roswell and Albuquerque, New Mexico. The possibility of

realignment of V68-V83 is completely out of the question, because

of the existing Beak A and Pecos MOA's. The additional mileage..."--

etc., etc., which has no meaning as far as I can tell--"...the close

proximity of the Lon-Mesa site to the Roswell airport would add to

the complexity of departures proceeding to the northwest and

arrivals descending from the northeast. The Lon-Mesa site would

require changes in existing IR Route 133 and 113, also in VR125."

That doesn't mean a thing to you folks, does it? Not one bloody

thing. But, to a pilot it means a lot, especially a military

pilot, because these are military designations.: MOA means Military

Operations Area. Beak A is a Military Operations Area that operates

out of White Sands. Beak A, B and C operate noxth and south.

Now, I have a couple of maps here--charts,- but maps to you

folks--that show what we're talking about (-speaker displayed charts).

V68-V83 is a direct route. It's a visual route between Roswell and

Corona. Okay. That's a military designation for that route. IR

is an instrument route. It's used by military pilots in training

on instrument flights. And, there's a concern also for a refueling

route, VR125. Okay. These are all military routes. They are
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reviewed every 56 days. They are changed frequpntly by the FAA.

The objection of the FAA was to clos;ng up this little area right

in here (pointed to chart), 17 mii]fes; between Pecos Mitaeay Qpera-

ting Area and Beak A Military Operating Area, to traffic. between

Roswell and Corona.

They placel. that 25 by 25 mile restricted area right in the

middle of that lane. They couldn't get around! because of the

Military Operating Areas. If we move that site just 12 miles
N N
W north, the site is no longer interdIcting those two.

Now, as to the question of federal land, the federal land

map, 1980--or the New Mexico State Ownership Land Map for 1982,

shows that the Lon-Mesa site that I've indicated, which runs with

the northeast side, parallel to US 2'85, is free of air restrictions

all the way up. There's no air restriction. There's no problem,

with the road . There's a 10 mile by 10 mile area that will not

move any ranches or not impact anything except a line camp and

three windmills. That shows up on the topo map that I've pre-

pared which overlays the information about the Pecos MOA, the

airlines, and I have up here an overlay with the proper scale that

shows where the 25 by 25 mile area, which contains a 10 mile by

10 mile impact area can be placed. We can move it anywhere in that

area and not impact more than five or six windmills. And, if you

really get snitty about it, you can find a ranch house that you'll

. have to move.
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Lon, I'm advised--although I haven't seen it myself in the

last few years--Lon was an early-day homestead and that village

consists of one house. Okay. Now, it's not impacted, by the way.

That's State Road 42 and we're above State Road 42 with this pro-

posal. Okay.

Alternative costs, then--oh, by the way, this is 87 miles

from Cannon. That meets criterion C. It is relatively flat. The

elevation is between 5600 and 6400 feet. Now, the things I'm

telling you I have gotten out of the DEIS statement, as put out

for this meeting, without any instruction sheet as to who to

respond to or when to respond or anything. The other information--

the fact that I've already submitted my comments to Mr Shotton

are thanks to my relatives up here.

I'm a subsurface mineral owner. And the only way that I

found out about it was that some of my relatives up here let me

know that it was going on.

Now, we've had several people say, "Why not somewhere else?

Why not Lon-Mesa?" Well, every objection that was raised to the

Lon-Mesa site in the DEIS spun off from that FAA letter that said

we cannot relocate those airlines--cannot relocate that restricted

area. That objection is met with this topo map--every objection

that was met by the FAA letter and, therefore, by the DETS. I

therefore submit that we can now begin to support the Air Force,

all of us, if the Air Force will reconsider that decision that was J

made back in 1980 to abandon consideration of the Lon-Mesa site.

A-313



It's that simple. I think everyone of us is sympathetic with the

things that Cannon has to do.

The situation here reminds me of a story that Mark Twain

wrote,"The Corruption of Hadleyberg." A man came in, sat down a

sack of gold and said "This belongs to someone in Hadleyberg. If

you can find the owner and give it to him, I'll be eternally in

your debt." Well, those folks changed from being totally uncorrupt-

ible, and a reputation for being honest, to fighting among themselves,

to scheming, lying, stealing, cheating, anything, to get ahold of

that sack of gold.

Now, I don't like to see that in my community--and I've been

away from it for thirty-some-odd years now and it's still my

community.

(Col Ratcliff) Mr Russell, was there any of that material that

you had that you, perhaps, wanted to leave?

(Robert Russell) Yes sir, I will submit that as part of the

study that Bill Russell came through with on the mineral rights'

owners.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir.. The court reporter has, of

course, been taking everything down for a couple of hours straight

and I have received a note that at least she would very much be

able to use a break at Lhis point. And, I suspect that many of

you might likewise. Let me suggest, then--and I recognize that

* there is something of a problem of dispersing this many people and

trying to then get you all back and seated. So, let me suggest
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that we take a 10-minute break to allow you to stretch your legs;

and then I would ask you, please, to be immediately back so that

we can start again in 10 minutes' time. Thank you.

(The hearing was recessed for approximately 10 minutes at 9:16 p.m.,

6 June 1984)

(Col Ratcliff) We're ready to begin with our next speaker

and would ask, if you would please, resume your seats.

Our next speaker this evening is Mr Chet Wyant, Executive

Assistant to the Commissioners of Roosevelt County.

(Chet Wyant) I'm Chet Wyant, Executive Assistant to Roosevelt

County Commission and I'm speaking on behalf of the Roosevelt

County Commission tonighc.

First, I'd like to comment on the previous presentations.

They were very well prepared and well presented. They echo many of

the concerns of the Roosevelt County Commission. My comments will

be brief because of that.

First, we realize, from the impact statement, that there'll

be no increase in economic activity in the surrounding area due to

the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. Therefore, there will

be no mitigation of loss of economic tax base or loss of production

on private land because of economic activity increased otherwise.

Generally, we feel that the Environmental Impact Statement, as

prepared, is very poor--very poorly addresses the concerns of the

Commissioners, the tax base and the private citizens involved. We'd

I like to have some assurances that the escalation of the use of the
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bombing range in its current capacity will bring it into the Air

Force Regulation 50-46 guidelines and that that will remaln current

N for at least a long given number of years to provide some security N

for mineral base and other economic activities of a private and

public sector nature surrounding the Melrose Bombing Range.

The particular concerns addressing the Statement that the

Commissioners would like to have further investigated in a further

statement forthcoming would be 42 miles of public road that are

maintained by the county. Our county road allocations for main-

tenance are based on total number of miles maintained and vehicle

registration formulas. This will reduce the amount of money coming

to the County Commission for the maintenance of public roads without

substantially reducing the cost of fixed and operating overhead.

N We'll not be able to reduce any forces or get rid of any equipment. N
No reduction in our cost of operation; simply a reduction in the

amount of revenue received to maintain county roads. So, we don't

believe that because we're not maintaining those roads that we

will have a reduced cost in the road department.

Although your figures--the Impact figures--for ad valorem

taxes seem to be correct, according to the County Assessor's

evaluation, the Impact Statement fails to address several impor-

N tant areas of taxation that are importaat nuL only to the county

but to the state and other units of local government within the

* area. Some of these are corporate assets -- such things as 39 miles

of power line, 14 miles of gas line, 17 miles of phone line, and
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a radio tower were specifically mentioned. There was absolutely

N no mention about the corporate tax or loss of revenues or anything (\J
me o a

L) like that that would come to the local governments.

There is talk about private sector land and the use of that

land that's being removed from private use. There's no estimation

of the current production value in livestock and agricultural

commodities that come off of that. Using Cannon Air Force Base

impact roll-over figures for economic impact standards in the local

community--I believe they claim it rolls over four times--we esti-

mate that $90,000 a year in gross receipts tax will be lost to 0

local governments and the state government--that's per year--over N

10 years that will be about $900,000, gross receipts tax only.

There was no address qf the gross receipts tax. Only ad valorem
!

taxes were addressed in the EIS.

Potential losses in mineral production has been talked about

earlier. That is a concern for us. We use figures that the Land

Commissioner provided--and he talked about that earlier. Just

briefly, the oil well on the private land only, if it was produced--

this is using the same formula that the Land Commissioner Baca used--
N)N
(A, the private land only, $37,700 acres: $60,000,000 worth of oil

and $40,000,000 worth of gas that will not be produced--no potential

for production.

Lastly, the Commissioners are vitally concerned about all the

residents of Roosevelt County and the protection of private and

public property and private interests. They are concerned that the
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private citizens be treated as fairly as is allowable, even stretch-

ing the law. We'd request that they be compensated at per-acre
Nl

values determined by recent local voluntary sales of similar property-

not on the assessed valuation. The values are skewed greatly.

Local area sales over the last two years indicate the average

ranch land would sell at an approximate value between $160 and $200

an acre.

In addition to this, they would ask that the landholders and

mineral right owners be compensated additionally for mineral rights,

and not below, at any circumstance, what the State Land Office would

settle for. It's our understanding that many times the Land Office

in a state can settle for a much higher figure that a private land N4

or mineral owner can. So, if a mineral owner is also a surface

owner, we would like to have the surface compensated for and the

mineral compensated for separately.

* We'd also ask that you consider any landowner who has contiguous

property of which you're taking a substantial amount of, who would

desire for you to take the entire operation that he owns and operates

to allow him to have sufficient funds to relocate his operation,

that you take it. We feel like if this operator can relocate in our

general area, that this would help to mitigate some of the economic

impacts to units of local government and to the general economic-

base of the area that cannot be compensated for under law. At least

he'd be able to continue in operation somewhere in the local area

and you haven't split up his operation so badly that it's impossible
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to replace lands that's been taken or to rebuild that operation

somewhere else.

Lastly, we would offer to, anytime that the people who are

doing work on environmencal impact statements at Cannon Air Force

Base would like assistance from county offices, that you please

contact us. I think that it's apparent from what's in the Environ-

mental Impact Statement, as drafted, that very little work was

done on taxes and compensation for taxes and tax loss. And, I

would urge you, in the future, to address some further concern and

questions to the agency and the people who z'eally have a good

handle on what it is in the local area that's going on in that

respect.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you. Nell Morgan.

(Nell Morgan) I'd like to relinquish my time to Phil Shelley.

(Col Ratcliff) I'd don't believe I had gotten the full name

possibly correctly; so, perhaps, if you hadn't filled out a card,

would you give me the name and address, please.

(Dr Phillip Shelley) You have a card on me--Doctor Phillip

Shelley.

(Col Ratcliff) All right. Thank you.

(Dr Phillip Shelley) I have a few comments--specific comments--

on Section 3.7 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the

proposed expansion of the Melrose.Range. This section of the EIS j
deals explicitly with the identification and evaluation of
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archaeological and cultural resources on the current Melrose Range.

As a professional archaeologist with over 15 years experience in the

Southwest, I am appalled at the lack of quality and the minimal pro-

fessionalism exhibited in this section of the property. I feel that

any statements regarding archaeological and cultural resources in the

area should be considered inadecquate and unacceptable for the follow-

ing reasons.

In the draft EIS--I am quoting now--"Twenty cultural sites were

identified by a 10 percent area survey"--page 27, paragraph 4, line

2. A basic premise of sampling surveys, whether they are political,

* economic, or archaeological, is that in order to make statements con-

cerning the sample universe--which is, in this instance, the current

N range and any proposed expansion--a representative sample must be Ln

Ln drawn in accordance with probability theory. This assures that we N

have some way of measuring the objectivity of that sample and the

extendability of the information derived from that sampling procedure

to the rest of the area. We could, without following probability

theory or scientific premises, take a 10 percent sample of this

auditorium tonight and shown that none of us were here.

The statement concerning sampling the existing range ignores

the fact that humans and other natural resources are not distributed

evenly over the landscape. All we have to do is look at the historic

land use pattern of the area and we will see that werever there is

water there are people. Where there is not permanent or dependable

water resources, there are generally not people.
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Consequently, because of this disparity in the distribution of

both natural and concomitantly human resources on the area, we must

demand that a probability-based sample is selected. The statements

in the draft EIS do not even address what kind of sample was selected.

Are we talking about a random sample, a stratified sample? Did it

take into consideration the topographic and geomorphic variation

extant upon the range? All it says is a 10 percent sample. Maybe

they drove down the road.

If we set the sampling problems aside, for the time being, I

would doubt the reliability of the survey on substantive grounds.

The extant range and the proposed expansion area include areas

traversed by the prehistoric water course of the now- extinct Brazos

River. Around 20,000 years ago, the Brazos River was beheaded by

the Pecos River systeh; and the valley that was left behind, which

forms part of the Melrose Valley, Portales Valley and on south into

Texas, provided a number of water resources which were attractive

to prehistoric occupations. The concentrations of water created

by these situations created, in turn ecological diversities which

were exploited by the people of the southern high plains. This is

indicated by the number of known significant archaeological sites

located along this and other such drainages--such as the Blackwater

Draw Site, which is a national historic landmark; the Lubbock Lake

Site; and the Plainview Site.

In a recent review of southern high plains archaeology, Thomas

Stafford stresses this point when he states that geologic studies
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have shown that the three alluviated valleys crossing the Llano

Estacado contain rich archaeological deposits. Fluvial, or lake--

I'm sorry, a river; lacustrire, or lake; and marsh environments

were principal attractions for large numbers of animals and humans.

Yellowhouse and Blackwater Draws have an extensive series of paleo-

Indian and Ceramic and Historic Age sites. The few alluvial sites

already excavated--such as Blackwater Draw Number 1, Plainview and

Lubbock Lake--portend the archaeological wealth for the unexplored

valley segments. This is quoted from the American Antiquity,

Volume 48, Number 3, page 563.

Sites in such situations are relatively difficult to identify

as they are quite frequently buried and exhibit little artifactual

material on the surface. These problems can be dealt with by an

archaeologist who is familiar with the archaeology and the geomor-

phology of the area, which brings me to my third criticism of the

.draft EIS.

The use of terms relating to the greater southwest cultures,

as contained in the EIS--such as Picosa and Basketmaker--serves to

underscore the lack of familiarity of the investigators with the

area. These terms are associated--these terms and their associated

. concepts are not appropriate for the southern high plains. Most

professional archaeologists recognize that the culture history of

this area, as mentioned in the EIS, is in fact peripheral to the

* major southwestern cultures. Both Picosa and Basketmaker are

archaic antecendents to our great Anasazi Puebloan cultures of the
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four-corners region and are meaningless in this context. In addition

there is no mention of expected ceramic age sites in the draft EIS.

N However, numerous archaeological reports as far back as the 1940's
LA
01 note the presence of such sites west, east, and south of the range.

I think it's reasonable to assume that they also exist on the range.

In conclusion, it is my professional opinion that given the

questions of sampling, the geomorphic setting of the area, the obvipus

lack of familiarity with the area indicated by the investigators, the

EIS statements concerning the archaeological and cultural resources

of the Melrose Range are worthless. Before theEISis ansidered

further, I would recommend that a scientifivally-structured archaeo- :

logical survey of the area, taking geomorphicariation mnto -con-

sideration, be carried out by professionals famiiar withzthe -so-therni

high plains.

Thank you. (See also Atch 7)

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. R. ;C; Mcmgan.

(R. C. Morgan) My name is R. C.=Morgan-ndI.--zgaingctomake

my remarks very brief. I will turn in-±he:staement_fere. _Izthink

the items of interest have been adequately vovered'-heretoni ght

beyond my expectations. However, I think thatthe-bombing xange

should not be in any area where there's -people:1±-ving. -4Now, we

heard the young man describe the operation and the-circling that

they would do. And in this area here there's going to be a lot of

that circling around over where people live. We've had two acci-

dents that we know of. And where we've had two, one was a house--
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a dud was dropped in a house--and I think probably all of you know

about that. There was a lady and her small infant in the house at

the time. Another was the cement blocks dropped a quarter of a

mile from a house a good ways back from the north end of the range.

Those are the two accidents.

From the things we have heard tonight about the description

of the operation, where we've had two accidents, we could have two

more and they might be more serious. So, in conclusion, I don't

think there should be any operation like the bombing range--the

activities that's carried on in the bombing range--in an area where

' it's populated.

Thank you. (See also Atch 8)

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you. I might indicate that we still have

about thirty names. If by any chance someone has already said what

you intended to say, perhaps we can shorten it, if for any reason

any of you do not choose to speak or, certainly, if you can keep

your remarks short and try to give everyone an opportunity to speak.

Ross Greathouse.

(Ross Greathouse) I'll pass, sir.

(Col Ratcliff) Dan Greathouse.

(Dan Greathouse) A very short comment. As a public educator

and a native New Mexican, I am opposed to the expansion of-the

Melrose Bombing Range. The proposed expansion is located in a

* potential oil and gas area which may provide the future revenues for

this state's education. In a comprehensive study that was done by
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the New Mexico Oil and Gas Association, oil and gas revenues con-

tributed $469,964,945 to New Mexico schools, colleges and other

related educational agencies during the 1982-1983 school year.

There is no sane reason to the proposed Melrose expansion, as

it will hinder the possible future educational revenue of this

state. The logical course of action would be for Cannon Air Force

Base to acquire the Lon-Mesa site, which is listed as an alternative

in the DEIS. The Lon-Mesa site is well west of possible oil and

gas reserves.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Rhonda Greathouse.

(Rhonda Greathouse) I pass.

(Col Ratcliff) fAll right. Betty Greathouse.

(Bet'.y Greathouse) I am Betty Greathouse. I'll keep my

comments very very brief. I would like to clarify something. Mr

Corn stated that his office, Mr Domenici, Senator Bingaman, and

Representative Skeen asked for 60 days. I understood that they

asked for 120 days and this was denied by the Air Force. We only

got 60. So, we have worked night and day trying to rebuttal some-

thing that you have had four years to concoct.

I'd like to bring forth one interest to me, since today we're

celebrating V-Day, or whatever you call it--40 years ago, June the

6th--I'd like to state and ask what is going to happen to Benson's

cemetery. This is the cemetery that's located in the proposed expan-

sion. I know-it will just be in the outside boundary, or whatever;
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but, what will happen in the future years? These are boys that

gave their lives in World War I, World War II, and the Korean War.

I wonder what you're going to do with those bodies.

Also, I'd like to know about payments, if this does come about. W

Will it be 40 years before we're paid, like the White Sands people?

These are some of my concerns. Most of my concerns have already

been brought forth. But, my greatest concern is, the next time you

expand--and you will have to--you've had to in the past and you will

have to in the future--it doesn't seem possible that you should,

but you will--you're taking more and more private land--people have

* given the right to have this right to own private property. That's

one of the reasons our forefathers came to this country, in the

pursuit of owning private property.

I thank you very much for listening to me. Thank you. (See also Atch 9)

(Col Ratcliff) Some of you may have not have noticed that the

.court reporter was moved from over to the side to the center because

of the difficulty in hearing some of the speakers.

Mrs H. H. Davis. It doesn't appear that I have a complete

address here for you, if you care to give me the complete address

for the record.

(Sharon Davis) My name is Sharon Davis and I'm speaking for

Mrs H. H. Davis, whose address is North Star Route, Elida, New

Mexico. We realize these proceedings are getting long; but they

. are some of the very few people who will be displaced if the proposed

bombing range is accepted. Their home and water, the place that they
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have lived for 40 years will be gone; so, I think we owe her the

courtesy of listening to what she has to say.

"Dear Sirs, after reviewing the DEIS concerning the proposed

expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, I wish to make a few comments,

including a copy of my official impact statement, which was presented

at the Air Force Scoping Meeting at Melrose, New Mexico, June 24th,

1980. My impact statement of June 24th, 1980, is even more relevant

in 1984 than it was in 1980. I have endured more anguish these past

four years of waiting for the DEIS to be released than any Air Force

person or Congressman can realize. The reason is. twofold: The first A

reason is that I was told sometime around 1968, when the Air Force

took land from me for the second time, that this would be the last

expansion. This statement was made by a representative of the United

States Government. The second reason -Is that:Inflormation fomnboth "

the Air Force and the Congressman indicat-ed-th-attthe2EIS-wo1d be

released in 1981.

In reviewing the DEIS, the latest reference letter :on-page>D-23

was dated June 24th, 1981. The DEIS was teleased,,:according to-the

Federal Register, on March 16th, 1984. The CFR 49, Section§1500,

discourages delay from scoping meetings to theoDETS,_reiease. The

Copy of the DEIS I received was not dated, -didn't::givet.he public

comment period or the name and address to which comments were to be

sent. All of the above comments will have more meaning if you will

read my enclosed official impact statement given June 24th, 1980, in

that their proposed expansion will be the third time the Air Force
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will have taken land; and, this time they will take my home. I humbly

and respectfully ask that you terminate the expansion plans of the

Melrose Bombing Range and seek less-costly alternatives." (Atchs 10 & 11)

"June 24th, 1980: The Air Force took land from us in 1952 for

the original bombing range. Then, again, for a second time in 1968

they took more land. Now, in 1980, they propose to take a vast

amount of our land and this time they will be taking our home. This

expansion by the Air Force will be the first time families have

been moved and this will mean that four families will have toleave.

We have not, through all these years, made any complaint against

the Air Force concerning the bombing range. We continued our ranch-

ing as best we could and allowed the Air Force to do their thing.

You cannot blame us now for thinking that it seems a bit unfair for

the Air Force, in proposing another expansion, not taking the initi-

ative to secure federally owned land for the vast expansion rather

than to continue taking privately owned land from American citizens,

particularly when the Constitution of the United States sets aside

federal lands to be used in the best interest of the people, especi-

ally for use in national defense.

The use of federal lands for a new bombing range would likely

cause less environmental impact than expanding the existing range.

So, in the best interest of the people, and national defense, we

sincerely hope that the relocation of the Melrose Bombing Range, at

anQther geographical loc&tion, as mentioned in one of the recent

AAir Force news releases, will occur. Thank you. Mrs H. H. Davis."
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(Col Ratcliff) Did that also cover the card I believe that you

had for yourself as well. (There was an affirmative response)

All right, thank you. Bill Russell, on behalf of the Mineral

Rights Owners.

(Unidentified Speaker) Bill already addressed it.

(Col Ratcliff) All right, thank you. June--is it Luce?

(June Luce) I have nothing further to add; so I pass.

(Col Ratcliff) All right, thank you. Daniel Reiley. You're

speaking on behalf of the New Mexico Historic Preservation Division?

(Daniel Reiley) Yes, that is correct. As he said, my name

is Daniel Reiley. I'm the Staff Archaeologist for the New Mexico

Historic Preservation Division and I'm representing the State

Historic Preservation Qfficer for New Mexico at this hearing.

I'd like to address two issues here. One is the adequacy of

consideration given to cultural resources in the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for expansion oE the Melrose Air Force Range. And

the second, perhaps directed more to the people of this area than

to the Air Force, concerns the laws and regulations which require

this consideration during the planning of federal undertakings such

as the one discussed here.

Regarding the consideration of the effects to cultural resources

resulting from the proposed range expansion, we believe the Air

Force's efforts to date to be inadequate. I object to the statement

in Section 3.7, page 23, that a professional archaeological survey

of the existing range has been completed.
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(Col Ratcliff) Pardon me, sir. I think I'm getting an indica-

tion that the people are not hearing you. You may need to adjust

the microphone or, in any event, stand a little closer to it.

(Daniel Reiley) Perhaps I could lower it a little. Is that--

another short person from Santa Fe. (Speaker changed microphones)

Is this sounding better over here? (There was an affirmative response)

Okay, thank you. I hear echoes up here. I can't hear what I'm saying,

really.

Where was I? Objecting to the statement regarding the profes-

sional archaeological survey of the existing range has been completed.

This sample survey was judged to be professionally inadequate.

Comments of our office, were transmitted -- these are extensive review

comments of the draft--were transmitted to the Air Force in August of

1982 and again, in February of 1984, after review of the "Final 0

Draft" of this survey report And in March of 1984 the Chief N

Engineer of Cannon Air Force Base concurred with our opinion that

this report was in fact inadequate. I think this would answer

Mr Shelley's problems with this report; and any reference to this

report in an EIS is just wholly inadequate. The report was--it

was trash, if I may say so.

Due to the inadequacy of this report, it is impossible to make

any statement regarding the national registry eligibility of the

sites on the existing range or to make projections regarding the

occurrence of similar sites in the expansion area. The referenced

report is so poor that it is impossible to determine if recorded

A-330



(inaudible) are even archaeological sites. They did have some

pictures of an archaic coin; and perhaps a scraper that may be

paleo-Indian; but it's only from the photographs that they acci-

dentally included that we can tell this.

This report should be totally disregarded in the DEIS. In

fairness to the Air Force, however, I'd like to point out that we

do not consider the sample survey fiasco to be their fault. In

their effort to provide open and fair competition among potential

contractors, they got stuck with an incompetent contractor who,

over the objections of our office, was able to obtain the requisite

antiquities permit from the Department of the Interior; and the

Air Force, not having sufficiently tight requirements in their

report, had to accept them. We attempted to work with the

contractor to rectify the deficiencies; but he has -proven incapable

of doing this.

But, this does remain a problem to be :ectified; and, in order

to correct these deficiencies, I recommend the following course

of action to the Air Force: As suggested, again by Mr Shelley,

that an historic overview and sample cultural resource-survey of the

existing range and extending into the expansion area- should be

completed by competent professionals and completed as early as

possible. The historic preservation law and regulation requires

the Air Force to make an adequate effort to identify resources it's

going to be affecting; and I think before the DEIS could proceed

'in addressing cultural resources any further, some effort would need
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to be made to provide adequate. data by whic' 'ey can assess the

effects of their undertaking.

I'd also recommend that Cannon Air Force Base enter into

a programmatic memorandum of agreement with the Advisory Council

on Historic Preservation and the State Historic Preservation Officer--

and this suggestion was made in August of 1980--a letter, in fact,

is included in appendix of this report--and would be an agreement

which would outline procedures to be followed in developing data

and/or managing cultural resources on the range.

(Col Ratcliff) You might want to still stand a little closer

to that microphone. I think you still may be a little hard to hear.

(Daniel Reiley) Okay. I'm scaring myself away from it when

I stand close to it. Thank you. N

Okay. If the decision is made to proceed with this--excuse me--

this agreement would outline the procedures for dealing with cultural

resources and insuring that they receive due consideration as this

undertaking proceeds, if the decision is made to proceed at this site

or at other sites this could include. The memorandum will allow the

Air Force, the Council, and the State Historic Preservation Officer

to agree on a course of action to be followed to locate, evaluate,

and protect cultural resources affected by range expansion and sub-

sequent facilities developmetiL.

My second point, as I mentioned, concerns the laws and regula-

tions requiring this consideration of the effects of federal under-

takings on cultural resources. The NHPA of--or the National Historic
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Preservation Act of 1966--and implementing regulations 36--Code of

Federal Regulations 800, which also embodies cultural resource

provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act and other

legislation in one Code--require federal agencies to consider cul-

tural resources when they're planning any undertaking which may

reasonably have an affect upon those resources. By cultural re-

sources, we're talking not only of the archaeological resources

that Mr Shelley discussed to some extent, but also ranches and

ranching facilities; and other historic resources must be considered.

In fact, our office has a policy of requiring consideration of any

property, any structure that was constructed before about 1945.

C So, I think affected ranches in the area are certainly due con-
sideration as culturai or historical resources important to this

area.

It is important to note, however, that this consideration is

required--that consideration is required, not the protection or

preservation of such. It is required of an agency to make a

reasonable effort to locate, identify and evaluate affected

resources. It also requires the agency to nominate significant

_N properties to the National Register of Historic Places and to con-

sider ways to avoid adversely affecting--or, if not possible to

avoid these sites, to take measures to mitigate these adverse

affects to the national registry properties. This may explain

some of the questions being raised about a cemetery in the area.

I believe there were two cemeteries mentioned. If these cemeteries
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could be identified as important resources in the area and included

in a memorandum of agreement, which would set forth requirements to

the Air Force for the continued management of these resources and

provide some insurance that they would not be ignored.

And the point I think was also very important here was that

there is nothing in this law--and I understand in some telephone

conversations that there may be some questions, "Well, if there are

sites out there, can this stop the Air Force from proceeding with

acquiring the land and expanding the range?" The answer here is,

"No, it cannot." There's nothing in the law which can mandate an

agency to stop an undertaking, provided that its efforts to comply

with its responsibilities to evaluate and manage and protect, to

mitigate adverse effects, are complied with.

And, it's also important to note in this process that the

federal agency--in this case, the Air Force--the Advisory Council

.on Historic Preservation and the SHPO are designated principals

in the consultation process. But, public input is also provided

for and it is required that we listen to that public input. So,

we'd very much like to know of any resources of which you are

aware; and I'm sure that the Air Force would also like to know

of these resources so that they can be considered in this consul-

tation process; included in the environmental statement; and,

should the undertaking proceed, that they can be dealt with in a

memorandum of agreement--in a sense, a contract that the Air Force

Would agree to protect these resources or manage them as can be
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decided is appropriate and consistent with their mission. So, if

there's any time I could answer any questions of the people regard-

ing this process--

(Col Ratcliff) Well, I think that would be inappropriate as

far as this proceeding is concerned. I thank you. I believe your

time is up.

I might suggest, too, if you have a statement, rather than

reading it--although, of course, you would not have the benefit,

of other people hearing it--if you submit the statement, it cer-

tainly will be included in the transcript and receive the fullest

of consideration.

Thelma Parker indicated on the card, apparently, that she

simply has questions.

Apparently she is not here at the--

(Thelma Parker) I pass.

(Col Ratcliff) Oh, you pass? All right. Wanda Grider.

(Wanda Grider) I have very little to say. Can you hear me?

I would venture to say that the EIS has virtually been shot full

of holes tonight and I would like to know the name of the company

that issued this EIS and what it has cost the taxpayers to put it

on. One more thing I would like to say, I notice that they have

covered all of the issues on the wildlife in the area and the

domestic animals; but they have not said a thing about the human

el ement.. And, I would also like to ask Capt Moss if he has ever

heard of the game that some of the pilots play of connect-the-d6ts?
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I have this from one of the pilots from Albuquerque that this is

where they every once in awhile get the good idea of a game going;

and all of the people that have called in to complain of the noise,

they make a point to make a low flight over that area.

(Col Ratcliff) Jack Greathouse. I believe you're speaking

on behalf of .he Landowners and Operators?

(Jack Greathouse) Yes sir. I'm president of the Melrose

Landowners and Operators, an organization which some bewildered

people thought we needed to organize because we're not experts in

studies. People call me and call me, "What can we do? What can we

do? What can we say? How do we go about it?" We organized and

we got some words of encouragement from Ft Hood, Texas, where some

people had been moved around three or four times stuck together

and defeated a 66,000 expansion about eight years ago. We're

following that same pattern, folks. They said document your facts,

keep your credibility high, be polite, do not be bashful, contact

your Congressman, ask your Air Force your serious questions, and

proceed.

Let me briefly review--and I want to be very brief here--to

be sure you know where we're coming from. First of all, a letter

dated April 24th, 1984, from my Senator, Pete V. Domenici, when I

asked the question, after securing a book referred to in one of

his previous letters, that he assured me that the full environmental

* impact statement would be made. His letter was very brief but did

answer my questions. Quoting from his letter, "This EIS is the
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major document that will be used by the Air Force with regard to

this issue."

A letter addressed to me from the President's liaison, Air Force

man, Husmann, when I was asking some pertinent questions--the impor-

tant thing in the letter: "The target date for the completion"--

this letter was dated March 20, 1981--"The target date for the

completion of the environmental impact analysis is the spring of

1981." That's why Mrs Davis was asking the question, how much longer

N) must shE know what to do. They violated the Federal Code of Regu- O(4

lations, folks. They cannot delay EIS publication after scoping

meeting because the planes change and people change.

Let me assure those people that came--that may have left or may

not have left--we've bE n confronted with some harassment that says

if they do not get this expansion there is a possibility of closing

the Cannon Air Force Base. We have more--faith in your good work and

your good defense than to close that base because you don't get this

expansion. We're for you.

Quoting from the book--the DEIS--which I referred to and our

Senator Domenici tells me to use, page 12, "Relocation of the

fighter wing if a more suitable training area could be located, 0U*)

followed by possible base closure." That was not addressed at the

scoping meeting. It's a brand new issue. It's not valid, because

We're not going to let them close Cannon Air Force Base, folks. We

love you. We had relatives write to establish that base after

World War II. We're not going to let them close that base; but
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we do think you need some realistic training where you can't see

the target 20 miles before you get to it.

And, for those people who think the expansion of the Melrose

Range is going to bring dollars to your pockets for selling cars,

automobiles, real estate, and so forth, let me assure you what the

DEIS says--page 34--"Neither the size of Cannon Air Force Base or

use of the range is projected to increase. Under these conditions,

no appreciable change would result in base population, local revenues

or community economy."

We have appreciated the Air Force listening to us--coming to

Floyd, New Mexico. We more than appreciate our congressional

delegation for answering our letters promptly and as thoroughly as

they knew how. We're in this together to have a great country; and

this can be accomplished by working together. And we don't treat

you like an enemy and we hope you don't treat us like one. We can

-work together with a suitable training site that will enhance

Cannon, bring in another wing, bring in helicopter groups, have

a better training area, and make for a better America.

I thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Bill Beverage. Is he not

here? (There was a negative response.) Okay. Robert Grider.

(Robert Grider) I feel that all of the questions I could

have asked have done been asked.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Kent Best.
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(Kent Best) I really don't have anything to'add. I just want

to turn two letters in to the reporter. (Atchs 12,,13 & 14)

(Col Ratcliff) All right. Let the record reflect that Kent

Best had turned in some documents for the record.' Thor Stephenson.

(Thor Stephenson) My name is Thor Stephenson. I'm a range

management specialist with the New Mexico Department of Agriculture;

and the comments I'm going to present tonight are-on behalf of the.

New Mexico Department of Agriculture, Dr William P. Stephens,

Director.

We have reviewed the DEIS and we have two concerns about the

proposal that are over and above the validity of the proposal and

the adequacy of the DEIS. First, the commitment of productive

f agricultural lands to other uses is a major concern to us and many

-- others throughout the country. A second major concern in the con-

tinuing acquisition of private land by the federal government.

This federal expansion is particularly acute in New Mexico because

34 percent of the land base is already controlled by the federal

government. This problem is further compounded when land is

acquired by branches of the Department of Defense, which do not

(51 make restitution to local governments through payments of taxes

as do other federal agencies.

In New Mexico, we already have a large commitment of land

resources for defense purposes. In addition to several Air Force

Bases, the White Sands Missile, Fort Bliss Military Reservation,

and Fort Wingate Ordnance Depot are all located n this state.
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The as yet 40-year unresolved compensation of displaced landowners

and leaseholder; in the case of White Sands Missile Range, has

resulted in dissatisfaction and mistrust by the New Mexico citizens

in further federal acquisition of private and state land by the

Department of Defense.

We have reviewed the DEIS and the balance of these comments

contain our general statistic and technical comments. Our review

of the DEIS has led us to conclude this document appears to be more

a biased justification of the proposed action--expansion of the

Melrose Air Force Range--than an unbiased analysis of alternatives

or the environmental consequences of the proposal. For this reason,

generally, and those that follow, specifically, we believe the DEIS

is inadequate.

This inadequacy is a result of superficial analyses and lack

of data which presents a concise, knowledgeable analysis of the

proposal and its environmental impact. In many instances, the DEIS

proposes to delay collection and dissemination of important data--

and I refer to pages 16, 30, 32, 34 and 36--from public review until

the proposal has been approved and funded by Congress. We believe

then it would be too late.

This procedure limits the ability of reviewers to address the

adequacy of the document and the validity and merits, or lack there-

of, of the proposal. Section 2.0.3.2, on page 5, contains what is

purported to be an analysis of other areas considered that are pre-

dominantly federally or state owned. However, the DEIS contains
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only superficial analyses of why the Air Force believes these areas

to be "infeasible."

The prominent reasons presented for rejecting these areas

include: present soil and gas extraction, production and transporta-

tion facilities; interference with existing commercial flight paths;

and required cooperation with other defense-related activities.

Although the Loco Hills and Lon-Mesa sites do have energy minerals

extractive and transport facilities in place, of the area proposed

for expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range, 65 percent is presently

leased for the same purposes. If these leases were developed prior

to Congressional approval of the proposed action, the same diffi-

culties to Air Force operations would exist.

Acquisition of private property, including mineral leases and

subsurface mineral rights, prior to lease development, may prevent

the present landowners and leaseholders from realizing the profitNU)
(- potential of developing these resources. Would the Air Force com-

pensate landowners and leaseholders for this potential financial

loss?

The Gran Quivira site was rejected because the Air Force found

it infeasible to coordinate its training activities with other

federal agencies, in particular the Federal Aviation Administration

and White Sands Missile Range. We believe it is unfortunate the

Air Force would prefer to cundemn private property and remove agri-

cultural land from productivity rather than coordinate its activities N

*With other federal entities--for example, the U.S. Department of the
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Interior, the Federal Aviation Administration, White Sands Missile

Range, Fort Bliss Military Reservation, and etc.

While we basically concur that the stated impacts in Section

2.1 will occur, we do not agree with either the magnitude or scope

of the environmental impacts as presented in the DEIS.

In Part D, page 10--and reiterated on pages 4, 29, 32 and 34--

it is stated--and I quote--"Aircraft activity over the range will

not increase." We believe this to be a questionable assumption

because, in our opinion, increasing the Melrose Air Force Range

size and number of targets could result in increased use of the

range by military aircraft. As evidence of this, note the following

quotation from a March 2nd, 1980, letter from Lt Col Curtis 0.

Ziegler to the New Mexico State Planning Office, documenting the

present Melrose Air Force Range use by other aircraft: "Examples

of other users are A-7 aircraft from bases in New Mexico, Louisiana

and Colorado; F-4 aircraft from bases in Arkansas and Texas; F-1ll

aircraft from Idaho; and F-105 aircraft from Oklahoma. We believe

it reasonable to assume that increasing the size of the Melrose

Air Force Range, to make it more compatible with training require-

ments of the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing, Cannon Air Force Base, IL
- i'

could also make it more attractive for training exercises by the

aforementioned present other users of the range and possibly for

training by other military entities.

Further evidence of the validity of our assumption is con-

tained in the DEIS on page 8, where it indicates, five percent
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of Cannon Air Force Base training exercises are presently accomplished

at other ranges which are currently utilized from 75 to 100 percent

of capacity. Additionally, the DEIS states on page 30--and I quote--

"An average of 12 days each calendar month are non-use days on the

Melrose Air Force Range." Therefore, the very real possibility of

increased aircraft activity is probable, contrary to statements in

the DEIS.

One of the measures to mitigate the loss to private wells dis-

cussed in Section 2.2.1.7 is the construction of new water wells.

N Who would be responsible for the cost of construction of these new

0 wells? No discussion is contained.

Although the DEIS acknowledges that livestock grazing is the

predominant use of the affected range lands, no information is

presented on the specific number of livestock currently using the

15,249 acre buffer zone or on- he 49,800 acres of range land pro-

posed for acquisition. We estimate, from data presented on page

N 23, of 15 to 20 animal units per section, up to 363 animal units

will be irretrievably lost by incorporating the present buffer

zone into the target zone. This is only an estimate. The actual

data should be available to the Air Force, since they out-lease

grazing; and this information should have been included in the

DEIS. Furthermore, what lease rates are currently being charged

and what services are provided by the Air Force? What future lease

I- rates will be charged and what services will be provided on the

49,800 acres proposed for acquisition? Will future lease rates
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allow continued grazing on this area to be economically and/or

practically feasible; or, would an additional 1183 animal units

estimate be lost due to the expansion of the Melrose Air Force

Range?

What measures would be taken to prevent soil erosion and

noxious plant infestation to the croplands proposed for acquisition? a
0V'

L If these lands are not revegetated with forage species, their value

for grazing would be minimal.

Section 4.11 is purported to be an analysis of the socio-

economic impacts of the proposed action. However, we find this

section to be totally incomplete. We believe it is imperative

that the following questions be answered before this document can

be considered adequate: (1) Many federal agencies--for example,

the Department of the Interior and the U.S. Department of Agriculture--

are required to produce benefit/cost analyses of any proposed action

before federal 2unds can be spent. In order to produce a benefit/

cost analysis, quantification of all project benefits and costs,

even if only estimates, must be-provided. It is in this area that

the DEIS is most deficient. What is estimated to be the value of

N the benefits--as stated, increased training efficacy--in dollars

and cents of the proposal?"- What value does this have?

(2) The DEIS quantifies the loss of annual tax receipts to

Curry and Roosevelt Counties, the Melrose and Floyd school districts, -

highway maintenance and hospitals. What effect or effects will

these losses have upon the affected entities? Although we believe
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these losses to be significant, when viewed relative to the mag-

nitude of other costs, they constitute only a small portion of the

cost of the proposal--and yet they are the only ones quantified

in the DEIS.

The most significant questions we have relative to the costs

of the proposal is how many tax dollars will have to be appropriated

by Congress to fund the purchase of 54,497 acres of land, mineral

N leases covering 65 percent of the area, and 46 water wells? What N

NO will be the effects upon the local and state economies of the loss N

of jobs for eight to ten ranch employees, crop production from 4,480

acres of productive farm land, grazing on 15,249 acres, and water

resources from 26 irrigation wells and 22 livestock wells.

No , Additionally, how many farm employees will lose jobs? The j
(A DEIS reports the value of all crops grown on all farm land in the

two-county area for 1979. Although these figures make it possible

to estimate the average value of crops produced per acre, it really

avoids the issue of direct and indirect economic impact of the

specific removal of 4480 acres of crop land from production.

(Col Ratcliff) Excuse me, sir. Your time is up. If you would,

please--

(Thor Stephenson) I'll finish.

(Col Ratcliff) --draw to a close; and, if you've got it, as

you apparently have ther in writing, certainly you may submit the

document for it--in its entirety.
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(Thor Stephenson) It has been submitted already, sir.

(Col Ratcliff) All right.

(Thor Stephenson) Using figures presented on page 23, we

have calculated the value of crops produced on the 4480 acres

affected by this proposal, which would be lost, were of the mag-

nitude of $501,760 per annum, based upon 1979 receipts in the

two-county area. This would be the value in forgone direct N

receipts to farmers. These receipts would be multiplied in the

two-county area as the farmers use them to pay taxes and for goods

and services. What impact would the loss of these annual receipts

* to farmers have on the economies of Curry and Roosevelt Counties?

What social and economic impacts will occur in the area of

displaced families or those with operations on the periphery of N
the expansion area are unable to maintain viable incomes? These

are important questions that need to be answered and which we

-believe should have been addressed in the DEIS.

(Col Ratcliff) Perhaps you could just sum it up, if you

don't mind. It looks as though you've still got several pages

that you are reading through.

(Thor Stephenson) I have one page, sir.

(Col Ratcliff) Well, would you please--

(Thor Stephenson) One question I think needs to be brought

out right now is page 21 of the DEIS reports there are 46 water

wells within the proposed expansion area. Twenty-four of these

wells are irrigation wells. That's a direct quote. The remaining
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wells are livestock wells. Yet, on page 34 of the DEIS it says

all 46 wells are irrigation wells. Additionally, Figure 5 on

page 20 is captioned "WELL LOCATIONS - IRRIG." The figure shows

the locations of 36 wells; and if we believe the figure's title,

all 36 are irrigation wells. Which of the reported numbers of

N0 irrigation wells is correct--46, 36 or 24? We suggest these in-

consistencies be corrected.

In the final analysis, I reiterate that we find this DEIS

t- be inadequate for many reasons: lack of sufficient data,

inadequate analyses of impacts; and technical errors. We therefore

request that, prior to submission of this proposal to Congress,

the necessary data be acquired, impact analyses and analyses of

alternatives be reanalyzed, and the DEIS be rewritten and re-

released again for public comment.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Guy Holmes.

(Guy Holmes) In view of time I'll just submit my statement

(handed statement to the court reporter). (See Atch 15)

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. I'm not really sure with

regard to this last name. It's John DePiney, or?

(John DePuy) I'm John Depuy, Route 1, Floyd, New Mexico, and

I'm associated with the Gottsch Feeding Corporation. I don't have

a lot to say. I'd like to say that the water wells in the statement

was--we have three parcels north of the black top that goes--runs to

the east and the west--and there's three parcels to the south.
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There's three submersible wells in the wells on the south side

that, well, I guess you would say is a livelihood to the range.

They will take care of more land and more cattle than we'll lose

on the north side of the road, the whole thing combined; and there's

the headquarters and we have a camp over to the west and the wells

also service that.

I noticed in the impact deal it says that they can be re-

located or they will try to relocate them. Well, in the area that

we're in, there's no way to do it. That's the reason that the

Wells are the way they are and it would be awful hard. And we

t would like to ask that all the people in the community and things

ask to ask for another impact, I suppose, and try to get--or, maybe
(\J

to get another area or something. We are out on the ranch there

and we have the school bus coming in. We have kids coming up here

and we would like to ask them for another area, if possible, or

for some way to help the situation in any way we can for the community.

I thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Lloyd Grau. I note, sir,

that you just have a town, Grady, as an address. If you have a

further address you'd care to give us for the record, we'd appreciate

it.

(Lloyd Grau) I'm Lloyd Grau from Grady, New Mexico. Forty

years ago today, I was in the European Theater helping defend our

* way of life and our land. Recently, up in the northern Curry County

and our-area of Grady, I was helping defend our way of life and our
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land from the proposed MX system. Tonight, I'm down here trying

to help our friends at Floyd and Melrose defend their way of life

and their land. And I think that the Air Force has a good alterna-

tive; so, personally I think you should leave our good land alone.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Fred Jewell. Apparently he's

not here at this time. Guy Martin.

(Guy Martin) My name is Guy Martin and my family raised me

right out there where they're going to put this. And my dad, my

mother, a sister and a brother are buried there and it will be

right in the bombing range itself. I don't know whether any of

you-uns have ever had them talking of coming in and blasting your

head stones off your parents and all of that; but it's something

to think about. And, I have some mineral rights in the area and

they were just outside of it when all this leasing was going on

a few years ago and I couldn't talk to anybody at all about it.

They says, "No, it's too close. The planes will come over and

mess everything up." And that's what I'm here tonight to let you

know how I feel about the whole thing.

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. Joe Alonso.

(Joe Alonso) I'll make my statement brief, too. Though my

concern is not as important as the people who stand to lose land

or the communities who stand to lose revenue, I'd still like to

share it with you. And what I'm speaking about is the possibility

of there being endangered species on the proposed area. The

Ar349



current range is within the historic range of the black-footed

ferrat, the peregrine falcon and the golden bald eagle. And we

know we do have a nest close to the proposed range.

The DEIS states that these animals--that none of these animals

inhabit the current range; but they cite that letter that's dated

December 12th, 1977. My question is, has the Air Force recently

asked the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to survey the current O

range and see if that population has expanded towards the range? 0\
(Pj

And, if they did do that, what was determined? If no, why not?

Why didn't they do that?

Another question is, has research been conducted to investi- I)
i0

gate fires or startle reactions to these animals, as recommended N

by the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service in Reference Letter Number

10? I honestly can say I've never seen any of these animals

myself; and I'm wondering if I'll ever get the chance to do that.

In closing, I just want to share with you a billboard I saw

on the way here; and it read "The U.S. Constitution is your

government, not the federally paid employees."

Thank you.

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you. Diana Russell. (No response)

Wilby S. Russell (no response). Linda Russell (no response).

Dorothy Russell (no response). Robert--looks like it may be Billing

(no response). Rod McClain.

(Cruey Spencer) I'm not Rod McClain, but my name is Cruey

Spencer. I'm here to speak--make a point on his behalf. (See Atc& 16)
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(Col Ratcliff) All right. Do you have an address, possibly,

that might be provided? I do not see one on the card, as well.

(Cruey Spencer) I'll write it down afterwards.

(Col Ratcliff) All right.

(Cruey Spencer) After reading the impact statement from cover

to cover, there's still a few things unsettling. Here, tonight,

I believe that we've seen speaker after speaker point out the

deficiencies of the impact statement; but, I think perhaps the

think we should consider more is the people it's going to affect.

Every landowner here, I'm sure, is defense -conscious, because--

they have to be because they have the most to lose. We may com-

plain when we hear aircraft shake the foundations of our homes;

but we do understand that it's necessary., However, when our

forefathers founded our government, it _was:-'to-be -a!government of

the people, by the people and for the people. 72hese arethe

people; and any government that's to fulfill ±his 7has-to take

care of the concerns of the people.

It's been suggested that perhaps our countryxis-turning to

one that substitutes the word "State" for people; and perhaps

if we let this go on, we're one step closer to:substituting state

for people. And we don't want our government to be a government

of the state, by the state and for the state. That's not what

we want.

I think perhaps we have faith, though, that this hearing will

keep it a government of the people, by the people and for the people.
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(Col Ratcliff) Thank you. Herman James.

(Dan Greathouse) I'm not Herman James; but I'll summarize

quickly a letter that he wanted to have read here. He has several

qualifications--you can catch this later.

In the environmental impact analysis I have gone over very

carefully, there are a great number of discrepancies. I state these

discrepancies because I am very familiar with the area and have done

a great deal of research in the area. The New Mexico Game and Fish

Department stated that an environmental impact study must be done

and an environmental impact study was not done. And I stress that

very strongly--an environmental impact study was not done.

Materials of previous research people may have been gone over;

but I know personally--from being in the area, from being involved

with wildlife in the area, franbeing involved with the New Mexico

Game and Fish Department and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services--

I also grew up 19 miles north of the Melrose Bombing Range--I know

what animals are found there and what animals are not. There are

N9 17 species of reptiles that are not mentioned in the environmental

C impact analysis and they can be found there year round. There are

24 mammals that could not be found therein.

It also suggests here that there's a very important book that

apparently you don't have access to and he would be glad to give

this book to you. It's called "The Blackfooted Ferrat of New

Mexico." It states that the Blackfooted Ferrat has been found in

this area in past years and he offers that he would give you a copy
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of this publication, if you don't have this. Also, nowhere in the

impact analysis is mention of estimation of population or of size

of any of the wildlife found in the area. And at this point, he

wants to mention a quote of a very famous and well-known individual,

Dan True, whose quote was, "If the eagle cannot make it here, neither -

can we." And he would like to add a little bit more to that. He

says, "If the wildlife ;.n this area cannot make it, neither can

we."

I am all for the Air Force and theiL training and practice

bombing ranges and--let's see--however, I feel very strongly that

there's probably better ar,°:i for this to be conducted. Again,

I strongly suggest that an environmental impact study be done in

the area because of the number of discrepancies in the environmental

analysis report.

I thank you very kindly for listening to what I have to say.

Thank you for your kindness and consideration.

(Col Ratcliff) That was a statement by Mr James?

(Dan Greathouse) Yes.

(Col Ratcliff) All right. And were you submitting that for

the record? (See Atch 17)

(Dan Greathouse) All right. Thank you. Thomas L. Gorley.

(Thomas Gorley) I'm Thomas Gorley. I'm a landowner in this

area. I'm a recent retiree from the Air Force; so, I guess that

puts me on both sides. I bought a small piece of property in this

proposed area about two years ago. I've been paying taxes on it
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for two years, although there was nothing in your study that even

mentioned my name. My name's not on your chart. I haven't gotten

any of your literature. I didn't know anything about the boundary

until today at noon. I'm at Eastern New Mexico at the university

and they had a copy of the statement at the library. My wife heard

that you was going to have this meeting yesterday on the radio.

I'm in the process of building a $60,000 house on this piece

of property to be my home. The basement is already in. What I

want to know is, do I put down my hammer and go elsewhere? Are you

going to let me know in the next two or three years, or 10 years,

what to do? Do I quit and move and pick up my life somewhere else;

or do I go ahead and continue here?

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you, sir. The last card that I have is

Henry Greathouse. (Nor response) All right. Apparently he is--

(Jack Greathouse) I have impact st&.ements from four people.

(Col Ratcliff) All right, sir. If you would, just come to

the microphone and identify the individual for the benefit of the

record; so that it will be clear that their statements have been

submitted.

(Jack Greathouse) Impact statement from John D. Greathouse,

Northwest 260 Martin Lane, Florence, Montana, Zip Code 59833; and

a notarized statement that I'm to present this. I don't think I'll

go into the identification. I just want to present it. (Atch 18)

(Col Ratcliff) All right. If it's just for that, all you

might do is to identify--
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(Jack Greathouse) He's a former--

(Col Ratcliff) --the individual.

(Jack Greathouse) --Air Force man who flew secret missions

for about 20 years. Another impact statement from Margaret Greathouse

and also from her mother, Sadie M. Greathouse, who is 95 years old

and receiving income from the mineral lease land in the proposed

Melrose Bombing Range expansion. I have a memorandum and a letter*

to the hearing officer from James R. Whiteman, with his two-page

comment. His address is Route 1, Box 126, Clovis, New Mexico.

And--what name did you call, sir? Henry? (See Atchs 19 & 20)

I have a memorandum--

(Col Ratcliff) Henry was the one I had called.

(Jack Greathouse) We're going to have to look him up. We

thought we got them all. I have a memorandum from Lucille Lukits,

address: 736 S. Citrus Avenue, Los Angeles, California. She grew

up in the Floyd area and has mineral rights there and is much

concerned about the takeover of her future mineral rights. I'd

like to present these for the official record as official documents

for your publication. And, I don't know whether I'm the one to ask

or not; but it's been asked tonight, when will the public expect

-4 the printing of the final Draft Environmental Impact Statement?

Thank you, sir. (See Atch 21)

(Col Ratcliff) Thank you. I might indicate, also for the

record, that I have a statement that has been submitted by Mr and

Mrs F. Guy Holmes, which I will provide to the reporter; and
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Margaret Spencer had indicated that she would withdraw her card

as far as making an oral statement and that she would, however,

submit a statement. (Atch 22, 23 & 24)

Perhaps there is a date that has been asked for that perhaps,

if it is known, perhaps that information could be provided at this

point, if anyone is aware of it. (There was a negative response)

All right. Apparently we're not in a position to supply a

date at this particular point.

This, as I've indicated, is the last of the oral statements.

Is there anyone who perhaps I someway or another overlooked? I

would indicate, of course, with regard to the written statements

that, if you have them and you wish to submit them, just as has been

done, you might come up and announce the name of the individual

whose statement is being submitted for the record and then provide

that to the reporter.

Now, as I previously indicated, if you wish to submit a written

statement and you do not have it ready but you desire to have it

included in this hearing, let me provide at this point an address

for you. This is to Headquarters Tactical Air Command--or you

might simply use in capital letters, T-A-C, then put a slash and

the capital letters D-E-E-V, Langley Air Force Base, Virginia

23665. I'll repeat that again: Headquarters TAC/DEEV, Langley

Air Force Base, Virginia 23665.

As I previously had indicated, of course, all statements are

to arrive not later than 30 June 1984.
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At this particular point, the environmental hearing itself

is terminated; however, as had previously been indicated, when we

first started the proceedings much earlier this evening, there

was a briefing that was to be given and then you were to be given

an opportunity to ask questions with regard to real estate. And

this would basically pertain to how the land is to be acquired,

if the proposal to expand the Melrose Range is approved. At this

particular time, we will go ahead with this briefing; and of course,

certainly, anybody who does not desire to stay, obviously you're

free to depart.
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OFFICE OF THE

JIM BACA
COtM4O P.O NoW 1EO7 14"

A Y SANTA F. W. lO875X.114

COMMENTS OF THE HONORABLE JIM BACA,
NEW MEXICO COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC LANDS,

PRESENTED AT THE PUBLIC HEARING HELD TO
COMMENT ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

CONCERNING THE EXPANSION OF THE MELROSE BOMBING RANGE.

At the outset, it must be made clear that i strongly oppose
the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range as it is currently
proposed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DETS). My
opposition is based on obvious deficiencies in the DEIS--
primarily the_ failure to address the impact of this proposal on
my office and its functions.

My opposition shall remain strong and I will direct all the

resources at my disposal to defeat this proposed expansion unless
and until the Air Force and the federnl qovernment realistical!v
recognize the importance and purpose of the state trust land
involved in the proposal. What I desire is that thr federp!
government make commitments to exchanqe land equal in value and
potential before actually acquiring any state trust land. I am
further compelled to take this position because of the awful
experience I and my predecessors have had and continue to have
with the federal government's acquisition of White Sands Missile
Range. For over 40 years New Mexico citizens, including
Commissioners of Public Lands, have attempted to get fair tre.at-
rient in compensation and an exchange of land for sta- trust land
t.jkk'n for the use of that facility. Those attempts hav. failed.
w, have even had to filp lawsuits in order to protect our
interests. To date, we are still waiting for the pro p'r
satisfaction. To the extent I am able I will not create for in"

successors ard for the citizens of New Me',ico another 1.4hite Sand-,
-l.si. k Ranae problem here in eastern New Mexicr.

,:, rcft n,-,r . 5 .sconce ,:i.,. eident in the r..., t,1- -
: ~~~~v n .oi... .te .. ..... -

sta-e land involved is not! land of onern .. us,- or ths Pih! ic
it is not public land. No one uses it without payirg ar~~r ';-,", • + -t"- . an ' f ct is" ].rnd h l .;

value fee for tha use. This la . i. t h
... ..: 1-j the sL.: and -n trust "v p'e, as . h'
1 ,' ted Commissioner of PuYblic; X, ,-i, ,; qr

.n,'z - v- 1"'  fo S" f.8 '
s-Ll, .. { en: i ::. u c , 'e n : ':' e , d ... ... . n
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Th- !;-,te trust land wchis rho. suhject of thc- toe;a
e~-mcthe 1E.-lrose iRombinrl lRar.9te was granted to Mow jtex to s

StI.' "or the gIrant of sta~tehood. Tecislative:. history stronaly

r~that Concaress wanted to make sure that New Mexico had ;I
h-~c sr, sufficient to make Nwr- Mexico finantcially~ viab1p -isi

t* I in granting land to Nw Mexico,Cogsspae ''
0-trinqnrit controls on how Y, as the trust administrator, oar. t1

thtrust land. These stringent controls assure that the purnos-
c~the land Is Prorieri", fulfllld ;;nd that the land's potential

r-mnn dedicate d to its beneficiaries and is no-t transfe-rred to
nthvrs! at a loss to thq benefiPiariOS. A% prime example of thesre
rr;St,:4---ions is the, proscription against sellirvq minera. riqhts.
1 can only lease them, collecting bonuses and royalties for the
ben-eficianrief3 from the development of thn mineral,;.

The proposed expansion of the M~elrose Bombinr Range seeks to
aconiire approximately 16,000 acres of state trust land where the.
trust owns both the mineral andi surface rights, and another 6,000
a-cres of only mineral interests. The DEIS is inaccurate in this
respect, indicating only 15,800 acres of state trust land are
affectpd by the proposed expansion and making no distinction
between surface and mineral estate ownership. Since the proposal
encompasses 54,500 acres, I control as a fiduciary approximately
one-third of the land that the AiJr Force desires. in this
regarld, it would be more accurate to consider this land privately
held by a trust rather than general purpose public land.

Currently, this land is fulfilling its Congressionally
mandated purpose-. it is making money for the trust beneficiaries
nd has a potential for earning much more. The highest and best
use o-f the surface estate of th~e state trust land involved is for
ranchinq and agricultural purposes and all of the surface estate
iS in fact ].eased out to several different entities for these
nurnoseso-, producing rpntal income for the beneficiaries. This
rent-al income money goes into the beneficiaries' income account
,:n6 is; thus availible annually for the beneficiaries' needs. As
far as the minr-.ral estate of the state trust land goes, at the
oresent time well over half the land is under oil and gas lease,
gonerati ng lease bonus income. In this area there is potential
fo~r P. high level of oil and gas development. This is a specific.
reaisorl why; I believe the beneficiaries will suffer greatly if
this land is acquired by the government and not replaced by land
of :equpl value and potential. For example, the New Mexico
i~nsti.tute of !lining and Technology has classified this ar---: v--
h r-in g the most favorable for exploration and potential
dIe, 'Lnent. Further, the Unite-d States Department of Interior
4-n l"n-nloriral Sur-e\' rirclar No, 725," published in. 11)7-5,
eStirlated that the reserves in this area were 79 barrels o - oil
and 539 MCF of gas per acre. On the state trust land involved in
the a-xnnnsion proposal. alone, this is the equivalent of approzi-

l~t ,750,000 barrels of oil and five and one-thirA millio)n
11CF gasr worth approximately, at today's rrarket rate~s
S 6610 0,000. Considering that thfe Commissioner is ,.:resentl-'
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authorized to issue oil and gas leases containing a one-sixth
royalty interest to the state beneficiaries, the potential loss
of royalty revenue for the beneficiaries, if the proposed
expansion is carried out without an exchange of land, is over
$10,000,000.

Moreover, in light of the potential for oil and gas
development in the entire proposed expansion area, New Mexico
will be deprived of millions of dollars in severance and property
taxes and the state's share of federal royalties if the expansion
as proposed is carried out. Again, the DEIS is silent on this
crucial impact.

The primary fault of the DEIS is that it contains not one
mention of the purpose if the state trust land in regard to the
impact and consequences of the proposed expansion on the land's
revenue generating potential. In fact, the DEIS implies that
state trust land was purposefully sought for expansion because it
would be the easiest and the cheanest to acquire. For instance,
on page 4 of the DEIS a reference to AFR 50-46, Chapter 2,
indicates that the Air Force is only looking at potential. areas
where there are blocks of federal and state land. Again, I must
emphasize that state trust land should be considered by the Air
Force as if it was privately owned land; thus it does not fit the
proper criteria for the proposed expansion area, unless the
proposal also contains the identification of land of equal value
and potential for exchange.

An entry on page 12 of the DEIS reiterates the current
Bureau of Land Management Policy against participating in
three.-party land exchanges. In this case that would involve th
Air Force acquiring the state land and BLM, as merely anotho-
facet of the federal government, transferring land of equal val
and potential to New Mexico, rather than the trust receii:"
monetary compensation. This recitation of BLM policy, however,
does not tell. me what the Air Forci believes about an exchange
and whether or not the Air Force is willing to convince the BLM
and the Secretary of the Department of the Interior that such an
e:tch.anqe is in fact in the public interest. Obviously, from what
I have commented here so far, an exchange of land is the only way
in which the Air Force and the federal government are going to
get my cooperation zas the? administrator of a third of the acres
the Air Force needs in accomplishing the proposed expansion.

i .;h-:ongly believ1 that limniting New .4exico to compensation
in the fcrm of cash actual.-v nr rerts the purpose for which
Conqr'ss -av New Mexicor this trust land. e all. know, as a
practical matter, th at rcten ti.n i': an-, r' r venue to
. 'w .(' 0 bpncfic i r": .:', ':i~' "%'- grva r than a monetary award
-our. goerate ,oreo\'er, bi ret;iininq ].and and ] easing it 'r am

croie to -.:rat e urrent ir-)-,:n : the1 r,fi iar i es from rnts
an .i .)r),,1 , .h . 1 i r a i nn': i-h, permanent unds

.7 .ovz .. ..... .- , " • " lr a v, the
A-3., of, the

. ". . . .. l



I CS , , -, r- r s i-r. .Thr' - -s ai $[ h can
7enra ate.

P inal>.'7 1 mu;t ri C i:, t-% F T, for - :;kperficialtreatment of alternti;e to t"h . propr, ee' * r,>"on. ,2iderig
the extremel.y negti,:e.mp ict that tho Dposeod cxpansion will.
have on the landon. :. n d bene~i.- without any evident
ponltive economic i,:fpa,.t on the - -mwuni.v (on page a :: the D-4.S
it is stated that the Air Force doe. not foresee an increase in
activity at Melrose Bombing Range) , ever'v attempt shoul.d be made
,o make one of the alternatives acceprtlh? for ther 27th Tactical.
Fighter Wings weapons training recuirements.

JIM B13CA
COMMTSSI N OF PUBLIC LANDS
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CHARLES TERRY SUPKRINTENDENT
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JOHNNY OGDEN FLOYD MUNICIPAL SCHOOLS
VICK-PRE$SDINT

FLOYD MCALISTER Floyd, New Mexico 88118
SECRETARY

PHILLIP SMITH
MEMBER

LYNDELL THOMPSON
MEMBER

I am Ed Cole, Superintendent of the Floyd Municipal School System.

This evening I would like to speak a few moments on the position of the
school district and the community that the school district represents on
the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

As I start, I would first' like to erase a misconception or two. Recently,
in the past few weeks, the statement has been made that the school district
is against the bombing range or an expanded bombing range that would be in
flying time of the Cannon Air Force Base. That is wrong. The school dis-
trict and the people represented by it support a strong military force.

If you will think back to 1976, this nation celebrated its 200th birthday
of independence and freedom. From the time this area was homesteaded
for agricultural purposes every endeavor of the nation has been supported.
In Fact, I recently read in an old issue of the local newspaper about the
July 4th celebration of the Floyd community and how the people celebrated
200 years of freedom and remembered those who gave their lives for their

* county.

The people of this community have always paid their taxes, supported their
schools, their churches, their community enterprises, and have worked in
what I call the work ethic to have a strong nation. But if there becomes
a point in a man's life when the government begins to take more than he
feels is right he must stop and question whether the government is right
or wrong. That is why the school district is questioning the expansion of
the Melrose Bombing Range by taking private property. Whether the people
are a servant of the government or whether the government is a service to
the people, is the important issue.

It is the school's position to oppose the expansion of the present range
at the detriment of the school system. It has been mentioned earlier the
history of this bombing range. In 1950, the Air Force leased 7,771 acres
of land that came from the Floyd School District. In 1969 the range was
expanded to 22,120 acres. A majority'of the land came from the Floyd
District and some from the Melrose District.

If the geographical size of the district is continually reduced, eventually,
although we may be given money, what good does it do the district without
students to serve? At one time the school had two bus runs toward the
present bombing range. Due to the range expansion the runs have been reduced.
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Some of you might say this is far fetched but if you drive the Floyd or
Bethel Highway and crisscross, notice the homes and children.

There is always the possibility that the bombing range could be expanded.
Who wants to buy and make improvements to a homesite they may not be able
to keep? So we must consider whether we want a school district with a
long history beginning with an original court suit on busing that has
affected school transportation nationwide. Do we wnat to destroy the Floyd
School District? If the expansion of the range goes through and it subtracts
from the school district then maybe we would like to look at the rearrange-
ment of the school districts that derive the most economic and student
growth from this expansion.

But looking at the bombing range expansion, I would like to pose questions
and state some facts. If the bombing range is expanded to 76,617 acres
that is 25 to 27% of the Floyd School District.

First, let's consider the safety of the range. The flights now are from
a north to south direction. But what happens if the flight pattern becomes
an east-west one? There could be on-display this evening bombs dropped
outside of the range in a home and as far north as the House Community.
There could be the misfortune of dropping a bomb on the school grounds.
The noise level, the low flying planes and the building deterioration
are concerns. What type of safety factor would there be?

The second point I would like to bTing out is the school bond indebtedness.
How will it be solved? What about future bond indebtedness? Do you want
less and less land owners picking up more and more bond indebtedness?
Sometimes I wonder how people who are in favor of the expansion would
feel if it were their school and property being taken?

Third, is the bus run that would be in the buffer area of the expansion -

safe? Would the run have to be curtailed during bombing practice? What
type of factors would be taken into consideration for safe bus runs?

Fourth, the EIS booklet is out of date. If the impact statement is four
years old starting about 1980, it needs to be revised. An example is the
Boy's Ranch now being built. We talk about the habitat and trying to protect
the eagles, what about the people who have made this area livable and lived
in it for decades?

Last, what about the
cultural resources?
historical impact?
water wells?
miles of water pipe lines?
utilities?

These have not been addressed correctly in the FTS.
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The Floyd School System would like to propose placing the bombing range
at the Lon-Mesa alternative site. This is not a major problem when
you consider people would not be dislocated, schools not affected, and
the taking of private land avoided.

So to the government and the U.S. Air Force, do not take private land and
destroy a school system by expanding the Melrose area, but use the Lon-
Mesa alternate site for your bombing practice.

Thank you,
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Floyd Salute", Nine War Dnad
(lAD Staff - Nine young Plaques in the community the Bataan death march only to and Mrs F 1! Barr, was lost in

* lyd men who made the building bear the names of die in a Japanese prison camp action March 19, 1945, off the

prein'e sacrifice for their those chosen for the honors. in March, 1942. His mother was coast of Japan as he served

country during World War 11 Honored posthumously as later the wife of "Big John" with the U.S. Navy.

were honored as "distinguished "distinguished citizens" Ralston, a Roosevelt County
citizens" by the community of Saturday are: rancher. - Gurley Fred Richards,
Floyd Suturday night during - Leo M. Eminger, son of married to Kate Evans and the .

the final night of the annual Mr. and Mrs. Paul Eminger. - William Loyd (Billy) father of one son, was killed in'
Country Jamboree. Born and reared in the Upton Gregory, son of the late Mr, and the Battle of the Bulge in

In addition, a present community, Leo was killed Mrs Charlie T Gregory, was Belgium on New Year's Day, ',

resident of the community, when his Army Air Corps plane killed in action with the US 1945 lie was serving with the ,
Ilenry Elliott, was honored as was shot down over the Army in France in the fall of Army. .

the "outstanding citizen" in Solomon Islands in 1942. 1944.

Floyd for 1976 An "outstanding - Pecos Uvalde Finley, an - John Howard Andes, son of 'Jl

citizen" is chosen each year outstanding athlete at Floyd - Earl M Richardson, son of Mr and Mrs M. E Andes, was Riards
and presented at the Country and at New Mexico State Mr. and Mrs. C. E. Richardson killed in action in the Battle of

Jamboree, but recogntion of University, was captured in the of Portales, was a top high the Bulge on Dec, 15, 1944. He W*"

the nineservicemen s a special Philippines as he served with school baseball player He was also serving with the U.S.
feature this bicentennial year. an artillery batallion. He made joined the Army Air Corps and Army

was shot down and reported
4, A~ missing over Politz, Germany,

. . John Benett Stanford, so, V
of Mr. and Mrs. Bennett ."A
Stanford, was killed at St. Lo, •
France, on July 14, 1944. He'
was with the Army. 4 .

- Willie Garmany Blakeley,
son of Mr. and Mrs. W. G. t-7 Blakeley, entered the Army Air 5 ,'.[/

Corps in 1942 after qttending .
Eastern Ne v Mexico
University. He was killed
March 2, 1945, in a raid on
Magedeburg, Germany.,

- Fred Neal Barr, son of Mr.
Henry ElHi*ttW'7 Fred Neal Barr John K Andes Ead Rkhwdsc

V,,

NI.4.

Leo N. Eminger %Garmany Blakeley John S. Stanford Blfy Gregory Pamo Fin*
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STATEMENT PRESENTED AT PUBLIC HEARING
ON MELROSE BOMBING RANGE EXPANSION

by
John W. Russell
June 6, 1984

Floyd, New Mexico

My name is John W. Russell. My residence is at Route 4, Box 199, Los Lunas,
New Mexico. I represent a group of people who cannot all be present here
tonight who own mineral or subsurface rights within or directly adjacent to the
proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. I am not here in an official
capacity representing a federal agency but my professional experience and
credentials are relevant. I am the Director of Land Management Planning for
the Southwest Region of the Forest Service and am responsible for environmental
coordination for the National Forest lands in Arizona and New Mexico, and the
National Grasslands in Texas. I have been involved in preparing and reviewing
both environmental statements and land use plans since 1971.

I am submitting a copy of this statement for the record here tonight, and want
the record to also show that we are preparing a document that we will submit
before the end of the extended comment period, expecting it to be responded to
in the nex Environmental Impact Statement when filed. This document will cover
in more detail some things I want to cover more generally tonight.

The three major areas I will cover are: 1. The procedures used, i. e., the
NEPA environmental assessment and decision making process; 2. The logic or
substance of the issues and possible decision; and 3. The moral, ethical or
emotional values involved. This last one I want to cover first, because it
sounds weird to me to even be saying it. I will tell you why it sounds weird
to say it.

I attended a large number of public meetings while assigned to Washington D. C.
from 1975 to 1979, and was reponsible for capturing the public and agency
comments on the promulgation of regulations for Forest Service planning. These
were meetings like this one here tonight with people like you and I expressing
our views and concerns. My job was to compile those comments and incorporate
them into the regulations and a Draft Environmental Impact Statement and assure
that those regulations met Congresr' intent for the 1976 National Forest
Management Act. I mention this because I observed in those meetings that
emotional appeals or statements based primarily on moral or ethical values
don't usually sway government officials at all, unless it generates huge masses
of votes or gets widespread news coverage. Occasionally that happens when
enough people are affected, but normally, feelings don't seem to matter to the
federal government.

Therefore, when I first became involved with this controversy I swore that I
would deal only with procedure and with substance or facts.

I successfully avoided this emotional trap until last week when I flew directly
over Clovis and Melrose in a commercial jet from Atlanta to Albuquerque. For
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* miles and miles across Texas there had been nothing but farms below the plane,
with the familiar irrigation sprinklers making a pattern of circles and
squares. From an altitude of some 30,000 feet, I could pick out peoples homes
and farms, many that I knew and some that are close relatives of mine near
Melrose and Floyd. From that height, the nearness of the Melrose Bombing Range
to the pattern of farmland east of it is startling, and of course, part of that
farmland pattern is within the proposed range expansion. For several seconds,
I looked at a large symmetrical pattern that looked just a few inches away from
those farms at that distance, and I tried to figure out what it was. Then it
dawned on me that that was what this controversy was about. It was the impact
area of the Melrose Bombing Range.

Nothing I had read in the DEIS prepared me at all for what I saw. Certainly my
early childhood memories of first attending school at the Mesa school house,
when my father was foreman of Bob Price's ranch, and later growing up on
Charlie Greathouse's ranch, and knowing how that country north of there looked
then, in comparison to now, did not prepare me for what I saw. It just added
to that initial shock of how close the Range is to where people live. The
patterns of what appear to be denuded vegetation and bare soil are really
obvious and ugly even from that height. I can only guess at what it looks like
on the ground. Probably worse.

Then when I realized, only seconds later, that I was looking directly south at
the Pecos River and then at what is called the LON-MESA site, I started to get
more than just shocked. I was upset. I was angry. The LON-MESA site is in
the middle of nowhere. But the LON-MESA site can be reached very quickly from
Cannon Air Force Base in a jet. In contrast, the MBR is so close I wonder if

* pilots don't have to circle out in the opposite direction from CAFB in order to
have room to make their bombing run. I also realized that I had just flown in
a commercial jet directly over the same area near the Range where I watched
fighters maneuvering at low altitude and high speed last summer near Melrose,
obviously in the flight pattern for bombing. I remember that I stopped my car
on the highway between Fort Sumner and Melrose to watch bec(ause they were so
fast and spectacular.

Looking at all this, I wondered why the Air Force wasn't eager to move the
Range further from CAFB, to provide more opportunity for F-111D trainers to
maneuver; move the Range further from what is obviously a well used
transcontinental commercial jet flight path; and move the Range to an area that
is away from such an obviously well inhabited farming area, and where there is
room for future expansion if needed. Why not move to an area that is still
only brief seconds away from CAFB at the speed I was flying, and certainly a
brief run in the fast fighter planes I saw last summer.

Looking at the logic or substance and the facts, as 1 have recently learned
them, I concluded that the Air Force wants to expand the present Bombing Range
primarily because it is there already and they have been using it all these
years. It is already there and they are accustomed to using it. They are
comfortable with it. Why change if you don't need to?

But maybe nnother reason is because they have never calculated the comparative
costs of purchasing both surface and subsurface private property and been
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required to pay a fair market value for both real estate and mineral rights.
Nor have they been charged for potential or future lo~is of revenue from
farming, ranching, oil or gas.

it is not just tax revenue loss that matters here, but fair market value of
property and the economic loss or benefit values foregone that must be
considered and they are enormous. In fact, payment to counties in lieu of
taxes by government agencies is considered by many people, including some
legislators, to be inadequate and inequitable in todays economic environment.

Nor perhaps have they calculated the energy loss of non-development of an area
that is presently almost blanketed with oil and gas leases outside the present
area. An area that is obviously in the path of oil and gas development to the
south. The DEIS says "while expansion...would not affect the ultimate
potential of any mineral resources in the area, their exploitation could be
indefinitely delayed...". But the actual effect of such "indefinite delay" is
not estimated at all. The energy crisis may be at a lull, but it is certainly
not over!

Neither have they apparently considered the nonsense of the unecessary purchase
of all those property rights and of future revenues foregone especially in
light of the present controversy over budget deficits in the halls of
Congress. If there is public "and of less value and less economic and
environmental effects the Air Force should be using it.

I concluded that the Air Force has not really backed up and looked at the
existing Bombing Range as I did, from 30,000 plus feet and also has not really
looked at the relationship of that Range to the rest of the surrounding area.
That brought me to the third point I want to address tonight.

The NEPA environmental assessment process when properly used requires that a
government agency take an objective look at such effects and compare different
ways of doing things to ultimately make a decision with the least impact on
the quality of the human environment. There is no evidence in the DEIS that I
reviewed that such evaluations were made in any deliberate or systematic way.
It was apparently not even done by or participated in by those responsible for
making the decision. The DEIS was apparently prepared under a contract! This
is contrary to the basic purpose and intent of the National Environmental
Policy Act(NEPA) and the implementing regulations by the Council on
Environmental Quality(CEQ) as stated in 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Parts 1500-1508. The CEQ regulations make it clear that the purpose of NEPA is
not better documents, but better decisions and actions by public officials.

I will quickly summarize other major points of the inconsistencies I found when
I reviewed the DEIS for Expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range and 40 CFR Parts
1500-1508, the CEQ regulations. Additional details and questions will be
furnished to the Air Force later so that they may be responded to in the
revised Draft Envri.ronmental Impact Statement.

In the interest of time, I will paraphrase or quote, if short, the substance of
each code, then give an example or instance quoted from either correspondence,
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the DEIS, or other sources. These quotes will be related to the fact or
statement that varies from the requirement in the regulation.

1. "Agencies shall not commit resources prejudicing selection of alternatives
before making a final decision" (1500.2(c), 1501.2,1502.2, and 1502.5).

The Air Force apparently told Congressman Skeen in February 1983 that "efforts
were made to include expansion proposals for the F. Y. '85 budget but were
subsequently dropped. Current plans call for the purchase of approximately
50,000 acres of land as part of the F. Y. '86 budget request." Sounds like the
Air Force had made up its collective mind already back in February 1983 and
were committing resources in making their budget proposal to Congress.

2. A related example - EIS's shall be used to assess impacts rather than
justifying decisions already made.

The Clovis News Journal July 7, 1980 quoted Senator Domenici who had received
detailed information from the military: "The military will be reporting to me
the exact names of the landowners, what the owners think about the proposal and
how they will be compensated." This may have been a slip of the tongue, but it
looks like the decision to compensate was made back in 1980.

But these examples could be construed as only hearsay, lets see what the DEIS
says in comparison to 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508.

3. Agencies shall use "an inter-disciplinary approach which will insure the
integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental
design arts. The disciplines of the preparers shall be appropriate to the
scope and issues identified in the scoping process (sec 1501.7)."

Page 37 of the DE-IS shows an overall preparer, Mr. Shotton, and 9 other
developers of information. These latter cover Operational Information(?),
Legal Information, air and noise pollution, water resource, soils, and real
estate. There is no educational or experience given as professional
credentials for these preparers. Based on the issues and/or the environmental
impacts discussed in the DEIS itself, one would also expect to see additional
disciplines for archeology or cultural resources, wildlife, especially
threatened and endangered species such as Southern Bald (Golden) Eagle,
geology, petroleum engineering, ecology, range or grazing science, and
economics or social science.

Since the scope of issues is not presented in the summary as required in
Section 1502.12 it is difficult to evaluate the total interdisciplinary needs.

4. "Agencies shall reduce delay by: ...(d) Using the scoping process for an
early identification of what are and what are not the real issues(Sec.
1501.7). (e) Establishing appropriate time limits for the environmental
impact statement process (Sections 1501.7(b)(2) and 1501.8). (f)
Preparing environmental impact statements early in the process(Sec.
1502.5r_). Also in scopting thC argncy it ha' IdI4cate- the relationship
between the timing of the preparation of the environmental analysis arid the
agency's tentative planning and decisionmaking process"(Sec. 1501.7 (a)(7);
and "Federal agencies are encouraged to set time limits"(Sec. 1501.8).
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A chronology or history of the expansion of MBR is both revealing and is in

conflict with CEQ's regulation "Reducing Delay":

Page 1 of the DEIS says that the assignment of F-11ID aircraft was in 1971.

Page D-4 of the DEIS is a letter about threatened and endangered species dated
December 14, 1977.

The notice of intent was published in the Federal Register Monday, June 9, 1980
giving three alternatives to expansion, i. e., (1) status quo; (2) close
present MBR and acquire other land; and (3) close MBR and conduct training on
other military service ranges. A public scoping meeting was held June 24, 1980
at 7:30 at Melrose.

On September 26, 1980, Colonel Schroeder's letter to Senator Sam Nunn gives a
target date of January 1981 to finish the DEIS.

March 20, 1981, Colonel Hausmann wrote a letter giving a target date for the
DEIS of Spring 1981.

August 5, 1981, Senator Domenici's letter on status of expansion based on an
Air Force discussion states "completion of full scale EIS ... will consider all
implications ... (and) is expected in the fall of 1981. (NOTE: It also states:
"The expansion cannot occur without Congressional approval..")

The Notice of Availability of EIS No. 840100, Draft, VAF, N. M., MBR expansion
was published in the Federal Register, Vol 49, No. 53, page 9956 on Friday,
March 16, 1984. Comments due: April 30, 1984. As you know, the comment period
was extended 60 days.

Thus, thirteen years after F-11ID aircraft were assigned to CAFB, six years
after a USDI letter on threatened and endangered species, and four years after
the notice of intent, the DEIS was filed. Target dates for completion varied
by almost a full year, but were no later than the fall of 1981.

Regardless of the reasons for delay, there are'at least two important results,
i. e., the long delay does not meet the intent of 40 CFR 1500-1508, and the net
effect on those people who are directly affected is prolonged harassment,
mental anguish, and economic loss. How can they plat for their personal
economic future and operation of farms and ranches, or oil and gas development,
with this hanging over their head? How long should people be forced to suffer
under such delay? Since Congress must approve the expansion, perhaps they need
to pass legislation prohibiting it forever.

5. The alternatives "section is the heart of the environmental impact
statement(Sec. 1502.14). ...it shouIj present the environmental impacts of
the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply
defining the issues and providing a clear basis for choice among options by
the decisionmaker and the public." (Sec. 1502.14) The regulations go on
more specifically, to tell what to base alternatives on, and how to
evaluate and treat them.
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Page 2 of the DEIS states that there are two feasible courses of action and two
courses of action considered but found infeasible. These four alternatives are
those given in the notice of intent in the Federal Register on June 9, 1980.
The two rejected as infeasible were, of course: (1) Close MBR and build a new
range elsewhere; and (2) Train at other ranges.

Three general areas and three specific areas were considered for possible new
ranges and evaluated against three criteria (paraphrased): (a) Mostly public
land; (b) Availability of restricted airspace; and (c) Close enough to allow
present usage, or maximum of 250 nautical miles. No criteria were given for
evaluating and comparing effects on the quality of the human environment,
although (a) does imply an economic criteria for private land. All these areas
were rejected as infeasible under the criteria given. In fact, the present
Melrose Bombing Range or the expansion is infeasible under these criteria,
especially (a), and probably under (b)!!

There is no comparison of the environmental or economic effects or impacts that
provides a clear basis for the decisionmaker or the public to make a choice
among these options. Each alternative is given a brief description of why the
Air Force rejected it, but without the entire picture, one has no way of
knowing whether the environmental or economic impacts outwei.gh the reasons for
rejection or acceptance of any alternative over another alternative. No basis
for choice is clearly given in the MBR DEIS.

6. Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives,
and for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly
discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.(Sec. 1502.14(a))

This is the area most open to challenge and is challenged most often in
environmental assessments. The question is whether an adequate range of
alternatives has been considered. The MBR DEIS is certainly open to challenge
for lack of consideration or objective evaluation of all reasonable
alternatives with any rigorous exploration. A reasor.dble or adequate range
would include at least the comparison of environmental and economic effects for
alternative bombing areas just discussed. The only reason, for example, given
for the LON-MESA site being infeasible is a strong objection to realigning air
routes by the Federal Aviation Administration. How does that objection compare
to the environmental and economic impacts of expansion of the present site?
The trade off or benefits gained might be worth changing the air route, but we
do not know, because it was not discussed or compared in the DEIS.

7. Encourage and facilitate public involvement in decisions...(Sec. 1500.2).
...insure that environmental information is available to public officials
and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken (Sec.
1500.1). ...affirmatively soliciting comments from those persons or
organizations who may be interested or affected. (Sec. 1503.1) Make
diligent efforts to involve the public...(Sec. 1506.6) (also Sections
1506.6, 1506.6(b)(1), 1506.6(b)(3)(viii), and 1506.6(c).

At least a dozen or more people, including Msclf, ..evd a UX that was
undated, did not state when the cutoff date for comments was, nor did it
provide the person or address to send comments to.
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At least one individual was assured in a September 26, 1980 letter that he
would receive a copy of the DEIS. He received it recently only after calling
the Secretary of Defense in Washington, DC, and then calling CAFB. He received
an undated DEIS with no comment date and no address to comment to.

One mineral rights owner received a DEIS after the original 30 days, with no
notice of the 60 day extension.

The Air Force has not been diligent in its efforts to involve the public and to
affirmatively solicit comments from those interested and affected. The facts
are clear that they have not been really seeking or soliciting input or they
would have insured that those who called knew when, where, and to who to submit
comments.

In summary, I have discussed the emotional moral or ethical values as they
affected me personally from a birds eye view at 30,000 feet. I have provided
a brief opinion on why I believe the Air Force really wants to keep MBR and
expand and why I think they have not objectively looked at it. I discussed
some logic that would aid in making a better decision. I have also provided
comparisons of the CEQ regulations with documented examples of non-compliance
by the Air Force within those regulations.

I have deliberately avoided some individual environmental and economic issues
here except where they are needed to make a point with an example. I have
dealt primarily with the process and will let others more qualified speak to
the individual issues. I believe it is up to the Air Force to follow the
National Environmental Policy Act and the required environmental assessment
procedure in the CEQ regulations to the letter and meet both their spirit and
intent. The Air Force will then clearly explain what they want to do, why they
want to do it, why it is better to do it that way rather than some other way.
If they follow the procedure, they may truly have public involvement,
understanding and perhaps, even support.

When they do this, and resubmit a draft environmental impact statement, for
that is the only way that they can reasonably comply, they will surely discover
that it is in the best interests of the people of the United States, both
economically and environmentally, to close Melrose Bombing Range and train
elsewhere on public land.
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ROOSEVELT: COUNTY
RURAL TELEPHONE COOPERATIVE INC.

June 6, 1984

To Whom It May Concern:

RE: Melrose Air Force Range Proposed Expansion

The telephonle plant inVolved ill tile p~rop~osed CXpan)SI1 ton a c of lhLe me irose
Air Fore Range affects two certified exchinglrea IS Of the lt0O.,VVe It County Rtural
Telephone Cooperative, Incorporated, locat,,l at 217 South Ave.nueL C inl Portal es,
New Mexico.

The statement in Section 3.10, page 28, paragraph 4, of' thle Draft Environmnent al
Impact Statement is incorrect. There are approximately twice as mnany miles of undur.-
ground tolephone 1lis wit hin the expanisionl areaz.

These lines serve improvements within and west of !he- proposed expansion areai
and wou.ld require relocation and Lhcefur,. cannot be severed from the parentL systAem
as Atated.

The c%,rtified exchange areas filed with the State Corporation Commission of
2New Mexico are as follows:

I. Floyd Exchange Area

There are approximately 24 miles of underground telephone lines
Iwithin thle expansion area of the Melrose Air Force Range which

serves 12 members from thle Floyd Exchange area.

These lines serve only 2 members within the proposed expansion
area and 10 other members to the west and southwest of thle pro-
posed expansion area.

2. Melrose Exchange Area

There are approximately 12 miles of aerial telullhoiie I)lant, with-
in the expansion area which serves 5 members from thle Meirosv
Exchange area.

These lines serve only 2 members Within the proposed expansion
area and 2 other mlemb~ers to tilie nlorthWest of t lit. proposed ex-
pansion area.
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The book val.ue of aerial and underground telephon(c line in thle prupo,,d
expansion area to be aiandoned are as fol Ilows:

I. Floyd Exchange Area

24 miles of underground cable- $60,133.00
House wiring, aerial and underground drops 1,216.00
Total Book Value $61,349.00

Loss of annual revenue of 2 members if not relocated $ 2,810.00

". Melrose Exchange Area

12 mites of aerial telephone plant $19,561.00
House wiring and aerial drops 608.00
Total Book Value $20,169.00

Loss of annual revenue ol 2 members if 'lot relocated $ 2,430.00

The total book value of aerial and underground telephone I ines in the
proposed expansion area are:

Floyd Exchange Area $61,349.00
Melrose Exchange Area 20,169.00
Total Book Value $81.518.00

loss of annual revenue of 4 members if not relocated $ 5,240.00

Reviewing thu !.nvironmental TImpact study, I find no comments about the rc) Ioa-
tion of the underground and aerial telephone facilities that are affected in the pro-
posed oxpansion area of the Melrose Air Force Range.

It Will cost the Roosevel t County Rural Telephone Cooperative, Incorporatud
approximately $187,000 to relocate the telephone facilities to serve the 12 members
that are west of the proposed expansion area that are receiving telephone scrviL.e.

If not reimbursed for book cost of abandoned telephone facilities, relocation
cost of new underground facilities and lost revenues of the families that arc affect.d
by the proposed expansion. this will not only affect the 8 families and 43 Surffat.
land owners, but would affect approximately 1500 members of the Roosevelt County
Rural Telephone Cooperative who will have to carry the burden of the added expentu
to abandon and relocate the telephone facilities in the proposed expansion area.

The questions we would like answered as soon as possible are as follows:

1. Will the Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Cooperative be reim-
bursed for the loss of cable facilities in the proposed expan-
sion area?

2. Will the Roosevelt County Rural Telephone Cooperative be reim-
bursed for relocation cost of facilities to serve the 12 exist-
ing members west of the proposed expansion aroa?
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3. If any of the 8 families as stated in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement relocate in the Roosevelt County Rural 'ele-
phone Cooperative service area, will relocation costs for
telephone plant be reimbused?

4. If the families do not relocate in Roosevelt County Rural
Telephone Cooperative sL-rvice area, will there be compensa-
tion for lost revenue?

All telephone plant In the propos,.ed expansion aren is mortaged to the United
State,,, Government and sale of existing facilities will have to be approved by the
Administrator of the Rural Electrification Administration subject to requiremlnts.
of I he -loan documents.

ROOSEVELT COUNTY RURAL TELEPtlONE
COOPERATIVE, '1NC.

.James D. "Bo" Shack 'ford
Manager

.IDS: ca

0

0
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our program and facilities to include the New Mexico J.A. MAY

Girls Ranch near Santa Fe at Lamy, New Mexico, the DARINN10E

Hart Youth Ranch near Melrose, New Mexico and Fami- CLO0L(.,0I

lios for Children - an adoption and foster home W.A. SUTER

ptlcement agency in Albuquerque. We now have new ALBERT J. MITCHELL
Uoi:itts under construction at the Girls Ranch and the crM,JEANENI- O1,1,0,HI
lart- Youth Ranch. When these new facilities are EICHARDGGPOIIY

complted we will be caring for about a hundred JACK SCROGC,4,)
children. All our facilities are built and operated J.B.TIDWELL
without the use of any county, state or federal 11C03"

ALICE KIN4Glo n i e s . S,if'b

1984 ADVISOItS
Because it has been four years since we have heard ROLAND&MARYPETfII1

di rectly from the Air Force and the negative response YETTA8IDEGA,:j
(.,f those contacted since 1980, we felt that the expan-
sion of the Melrose Air Force Range was no longer 1ARYL'rA-.
being actively considered. Consequently, in late J.T. CLECG
1983, the Board of Directors authorized the con- rIA,,. .-

DR. & MRS. HOWARD 1-11-fL E"-itruction of a $300,000.00 child care facility on
LI c - Hart Youth Ranch. In light of our development MR. MRS. GEORGE COLMAc.,.IAI,m, ,

, and the conflicting issues addressed in your itf, rL
i . Environmental Impact Statemint I have the BUTHIH0LL ..,BILL CAP'-.:;

ol',. .. i ng concerns MARGARET COR |I:61DEl erIt'. I IA.-,

PAULA 11,l1:

] .;,.ey" when completed the new cottage will WYNONA W.71 .1-,
BARBARA Si',

:.-.come the home of 10 to 12 minor children At B.:,,

1 .th later possible expansion to care for LUCILLE
,,-- to 24 children. On many occasions I have LEOMENULW.

c,.0,;erved very low flying aircraft passing CARL&DOROTIIYTJEML;

':.,:ectly over the area where the new cottage ,
..r~ complimentary livestock and recreation DR. JOHN MOON:FRANK YOUNG

..:cilities are located. D-tsed on what hap- FRAN"'0

Vmx!led to Alva J. Parker, how much danger are QUEST DANIE "

DAVE & MARGE PRUEIT
IUCIAMCA(v
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the children being exposed to from ac'cidents
hv the increased traffic and/or noise levels?

2. C ompensation: one of th., primary considerations
i.n building this faci.:Litv on the Hart Ranch was
die concept that much of the cost of caring for
hlie children can be offset by the production and
-:-tle of livestock. The ranch as it was received
vic-om the Clovis National Bank and the Buela Hart
Miller estate only included approximately 5,800
acres. If the Air Force is successful in taking
tha land indicated in the Environmental Impact
Statement it \..ill dim:i.n.i.;h the ranch even further
and consequently suriou,;J1y reduc('e its earning
capacity to an impractic,-J. ]:.evul.

3. j,ease back: I have diuscu:ued i:i-s possibility
\ith several individuals ifivoo&ll and tried to
determine both the possibility a&,d probability
of this practice. Even the study seems self
contradictory. Will the Air Force guarantee a
lease back arrangement prior to settlement?
What would be the conditions of the'lease?
Under what conditions would the lease be 'cancelled
or changed? All of these issues and concerns
would have to be addressed before a final deci-
sion could .be made on the legal resistance to
the expansion.

4. Eagles: as'.you have .indicated in your E.I.-A.
report there:.are two.Golden Eagles that return
to nest annually-onsection 32 of the Hart Youth
Ranch.': The" ..tree in which the nesting occurs is
within view'bf the' old ranch house and.new cot-
tage. On many occasions I have personally wf't-
nessed along with other members of our staff low
flying aircraft fly directly over the nest. The
danger to the eagles is not the-noise level as
indicated. "The danger, both to the-birds and
the piiots 'is that of a midair collision. I
feel the Environmental Protection Agency should
pursue the' Air Force with the same vigor and re-
s,:olve that they have pursued 'the private business
zmd commercial sectors when the safety of Endan-
ueored Species are in question. Would the Air
1:'orce give written guarantees of restricting the
air space over this area?

5. "hiLer: in the production of beef, the distance
i:hat cattle' are forced to walk to water each day
lias a direct bearing on production. The two
w,lls that provide water for the western portion
ji the Hart Youth Ranch are located on land that
-he Air Force is trying to obtain. The loss of
those wells would negatively impact our develop-
nient plans and production goals.
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6. Historical Significance: as indicated on page
D-17.of the E.I.A. report, the old ranch house
on the Hart Youth Ranch i£t the oldest inhabited
LUilding in Curry County. W have planned from
cne beginning of our. acquisition of the property
to convert the old ranch house into a museum
aiid tribute to the Hart Family. Eventhough I
do not have scientific' proof, I aft convinced
that the vibration caused from low flying air-
c.-aft is contributing to the deterioration of
the old structure. I am confident electronic
uiuitoring would either cwifirni or deny these
.aispic ions.

7. Mineral Deposits: p-oper considceration must
U.! given to mineral deve,pmont potential. Oil,
(as, carbon dioxide, and }.otash have all been
located in the general vicinity. Also caliche
aud gravel are produced nearby. The economic
impact of mineral development has been the life-
blood of many New Mexico counties, yet 'it is
treated, as highly unlikely by the report, a
conclusion I don't feel is justified and'must'be
ad dressed.

S. Relocation Assistance: the financial assistance' '

figures you have quoted on pages 12, 13,+ and 14
of the E.I.A. report are ridiculously low, and
outdated. In light of the economic circumstances.
of the past ,fourteen years I would like 'some
realistic indication of the true cost and sub-
sequent, reimbursement of such expense.

I have tried ,to limit my concerns to those areas that
have the most significant impact on our facility and,.
program. Eventhough I did not address such issues as
the impact on the local school system fron' the loss of
students and funding, loss of irrigated farm land, lo'ss
of future minerai income to state and county, school
district and individuals, or the 'lack of Lconcern for "
Archaeological si'ghts, I am still Vitally..concerned
,iiLh them. I also want to note that developments on
tho property of +the past two years were not addressed
by tho- report.'

In conclusion, Ifeel the report is heavily slanted
t o,: :, 'the concerns of the Air Force and adequate con-
cerIn has not been given to the individuals, families,
cpoU)rations, ranches, wildlife, etc. that'will be
avur!;ely affected by the expansion. Further, adequate
financial data is almost nonexistent. What. financial
compensation -will be allowed the families and corpora-
tions involved for leoss of income, potential mineral
income, water, rights, mineral rights, homes and other
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hard to repaihe 'appreciating assets? Adequate con-sideratioh must also be given to such-depreciation'
assets as equipment, corrals, windmills, pumps,sprinkler systems, etc. Until these concerns areadequately addressed, we oppose the proposed expan-sion as presented and ask that alternative "a" beadopted to wit: "continue in the present statusand train within the limitations dictated by range
size constraints."

*ven if the Air Force continues to operate the rangeunder its present size and training schedule, I._.tj:ofgqly recommend that the a.:',i' .ect:ly over theE R; ,anch dorm and eagles zm,. I ccstricted fromLW . flying aircraft for reano.i pe ."viously mentioned.

Sincerely yours,

Michael H. Kull-.
Executive Director

SM!IK/sa "
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aern flew Mexico atura lGas Asociation
528 MAIN P.O. BOX 428 PHONE 355-2468

FORT SUMNER, NEW MEXICO 88119
SERVING FLOYD. MELROSE . FORT SUMNER

DARREL BOSTWICK. PRESIDENT

DIRECTORS:
FORT SUMNER- MELROSE- FLOYO-

DONALD FRANKS DARREL BOSTWICK. PR. GARVIN L. CHANDLER. V.P.

EMIL SIGLER JIM GRIZZLE WILEY RUSSELL

R. W. EDWARDS BO BENNETT DWAYNE VIDLAR. SEC.

June 6, 1984

Environmental Planning
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton
HO TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

This statement is in reply to the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range as

it affects the Eastern New Mexico Natural Gas Association, Inc.

Due to the expansion, gas service to thirty-one irrigation wells will be

discontinued and disconnected. The annual revenues derived from these

wells are approximately $236,000.

The Association is a non-profit organization that operates on a marginal
budget. Because of the lost revenues, the cost of service must be
increased to meet the operating expenses and the debt retirement to HUD.
An increase in the price may cause natural gas to be non-competitive with
propane and other energy sources. Presently, the Association is looking to
new areas of expansion to avoid having to increase the cost of service to
meet their current obligations. If natural gas is not competitive, the
expansion is impossible ultimately driving the price increase even higher.
The Association is concerned with the effect the price increase will have
on the people who are living on a fixed income, our senior citizens, in the
Melrose, Fort Sumner, and Floyd areas.

The Air Force has not addressed the question of who will own the above
ground equipment, meters, and risers presently owned by the Association.
The Association is looking at a large expenditure to remove, store, and
prepare the equipment for resale at a price much less than original cost.

"orne of the above ground equipment cannot be reused or salvaged.
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The Air Force cannot possibly compensate the Association for the loss of
revenues, extra expenditures, and the effects this will have on it's

membership.

Darrel Bostwick
President
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S 12 E. E Tbe
Porcales, N M 88130

AT'iTN: Mr. Lewis Shot .op
IQ A CI/D,:,EV

-3g y AP~B, VA 6i

Dear :41r. it.,

T. 1iav the Lo; to mn. nr on~ Section 3.7 of the Environmental. impACL
St~ f t:. ~- - 7 the !lr Range, New Me::ico. Th is

sacvon of th~;l~ e' wit" the nztfc~o and evaluation of archaeologi;cal
and cu*1-urai el ~ c on :..a'rren' 1'F.ruse Range.

A.; p r ~~'~ ~ -'- ~r15 years e-,:perience in the Southwest, 1
"n 31p?>!!.ed l-v til. lack jiqunlitv and ininimal professionalism exhibited in this

secti.on of the riepor":. i'or thia i!)Y.lwiag r.!asons, I feel that any staternents
rl2'~ar'In;a-ch..C&1. -:1! anecutl-a resources in the area should be considered

: ~icu2- r - --~cv re idnifc in the 10% area survey" ( page 27,
pnra--:ap'i lia -tro)sC FS,). A4 basic prarni.e of sampling surveys whether
t~yczon .1,cc.,, or achaeooil, 4 that in order to make statements

~~fl' *'! ,( I e R.ago in this case), a representative
sampil L., " ,cord.,Pca~;'~ pritsajiLity theory. If this premise is not
adhered to thor wa of ti~~ the r.2linbility of the sample. This is a
part~.cu',.ady acc ,:- "I-m archaeologicail surveys because humans, like all
rn a mna %e-'ra- hca nor an-, t-cay-, diistriuted .2vm:!ny across the landscape.
±lactors .;Uch as t'lr . '.iaii f V it2r fuel, food, ind other necessary resourzes j
affcted d ~isicnri, 'a~3~hn t: of thc -:rea. In addition, historic factors

-~~u_, as g;ng,~i n, construction activities, natural patterns of :
~ ~. ia~ i~t~anzc-:':r~.'affact the ab~jlity of archaeologists to identify-

sto.rr~ . :-'nent concerning s~ni.' of the~ Pxistn ang in
8,Il 3.? ofth nL.~: othina which weould insuire the reader that this o 'irvey

i-. fnct a adr1ntie sample of the range. Nor is there
an;'t-inU, jiLhin t,!,- docti.ent I- it demonstrates that the area surveyed is any way
r:re~ienativA oC t- area which would be~ impacted by the proposed expansi:on.

2.Lf we set saripling probloms aside, I would doubt the reliability of the
surve-y on ' ini g--ound3. The extant range and the proposed expansion

icdear,2az traver- 1 by the -rehistoic co urse of the now extinct Brazos River,
*-as well as nuriler.),us p1a.Vs and springs. rhese concentrations of water creted

Situations of ecukogirai diversity Whichwr exploited by prehistoric imlhabitiit- of
the Southern High Plz.ins. This is indicated by the nuniber of known significant si~cs
bocated alun- this iod other such drsiinageb (ie,. Blickwatcr Draw, LubbocklaLt
and Plainview Site!s). 11i a recent review if So-uthern High Plains Archaeoi'gy, 1C.
qttfford .3tr7esses tals poimt When hie te:

Ceotoric studies iiave shown that three alluviatad va-seys crossinig the
~~ ~ Co t'za'h C'.~i -. ' rI;.o-i denosits. riluvi,3 l%cU51r15.

and 7. -a on v j- Iin r nn, n :tr cio ns f or Lr,;c c.:ia i
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extensive series of paieo-Indian and ceraw ic /Historic - sites. The few

alluvial sites already excavated, such as Blackwater No.1, Plainview,
and Lubbock Lake, portend the irchaeological wealth for unexplored

vallecy segements (Thomis Staffor -!, Alluvizal Geol)og-y and Archaeological
Potential of the Texas Southern High PNains, American Antiquity Vol.
48, No. 3, p. 563).

Sites in such situations are relatively difficult to identify as they are quite
frequiently buried and exhibit little artifactua. material on the surface. These
problems can be dealt with by an archaeologist who La familar with the archaeology
and gcomorphology of the area, which brings me to my third criticisim of the
report.

* 3. The use of termas relating to the greater Southwest cultures (ie. "Picosa or
Basketnaker", EiS p. 23) serves to underscore Ihe lack of familtiarty of the
investig-ators with the area. 'Thcse terms ani associated concepts are not
appropriate [, r the S ithern Hioh Plains. ns professional archaeologists
re:ognize that tho cultu.-Q histor:y of this aren (is nantioned in the EIS ) is in fact

pc~hea o aor$ulns u2.~r.-;. Both Picosa and Baskennaker are Archaic

antecedents of the Anasazi of the 4-corners regi u and are meaningless in this
context. In j.,;i e-ei no mne:J:in of expe,-cd ceramic age sites in the EIS,
however nlunerous a~elgctreports as far !backc as the 1940s note the
prtsence of uh .eswt east, and -,,uth olf the range.

in co'cui~,it is -.Iny pofesriona! opinion tliat givan the questions of sampling,
the gcomorphiz jettne o.f 1thIe t:ea, an,- ich ob%,Lus- -Lack of familiarty with the
;irca indicnted by the in--.3t-igato-.s that the EIS statements concerning the
ar ha:2ologizal and cu:-or3Ja -11S).rces of the -M21rnse Range are worthless. Before
Ijjhe -- S T %-erdI o~ xcomc..,n] a ; ticly structured archaeological

1-v. of L:C an nItn 2a.r&.bi var2' tion into consideration, be carried
ut by )r,) a ssiona fai ,r :h the "'tIe~ 1-*h -'lains.

S:-nator Joe za

M eirose !Bomb ini :'ange Land w ners and O perator-:
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June 6, 1984

Environmental Planning
Attn: Mr. Shotton
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and Col. Kenne'th Ratcliff, USAF, Hearing Officer

Dear Sirs: DEIS, Melrose Bombing Range Proposed Expansion

First, let me say that I am for a strong defense of America.
,,.,'.le I may not be qualified about the serious need to expand the
present 22,120 Acre Melrose Bombing Range, I am qualified on the
adverse economic impact the expansion will have on the Floyd
school and even on the lives of people in the Floyd area. I
would honor the Air Force's alternatives they gave in the original
announcement in the Federal Register, June 9, 1980.

If the expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range is accomplished, the
Floyd School will be unable to continue under that type of economic
stress. The School has already suffered in growth and revenue from
the existing range.

The vast amount of land the Air Force is asking for would be ten
times the size as the size of their original range. It would mean
taking good agriculture land, both range land and farming, some
of which is irrigated. lt would mean the loss of potential oil
and gas resource area which could furnish revenue to the entire
State of New Mexico.

Oil companies present'ly hold many oil and gas leases in Western
Roosevelt County, some of which are even in the proposed expansion
area. The individual quoted in the DEIS was not t-4. authority,
at least should have not have been the only source, regarding the
evaluation of the oil and gas projections, and was to my knowledge
not connected with any company or agency. The Bureau of Mines
and Minerals, at Socorro, NM and the large leasing firms should
have been used for the reference material concerning the potential
of oil and gas in Western Roosevelt County. This will be a great
economic source to the entire State. The-vare two gas wells west
of the present bombing range waiting for future development of
additional wells in that immediate area.

It would be tragic for the Floyd School to close as it is one of
the first rural consolidated schools in the nation. The consoli-
dation was subject of a landmark decision, in the courts, confirm-
ing the legality of tax money being used for transportation of
children to school.

If a larger bombing range is essential to the training program
of Cannon Air Force Base, there is a site referred to in the EIS.
It is indicated it well could be a desirable site and would be
very little, if any more, flight time from the base to the range.
It is even, either in or extremely close to the Military Operation
Area that the planes from CAAB presently are using. As described
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Environmental PlanL .g & Public Hearing
June 6, 1984
Page 2

in the DEIS, this area is 75% Federally owned, 20% .State-owned,
and 5% privately-owned.. Perhaps the State Land Commissioner
would be agreeable to trade that State-owned land for some of
the acreage at the present Melrose Bombing Range and help both
parties. This. alternate site known as LON-MESA area would even r
provide ample expansion in the future if the Air Force needed (
a larger site then.

My prediction that the 54,496 Acre (DEIS figure) expansion of
the Melrose Bombing Range would cause the Floyd School to close
is made from my knowlege of the distribution formula of school
funds in New Mexico. I was a member of the State Senate for
20 years and was chairman of the Education Committee for about
half of that time. I was sponsor of the legislation creating
the School Study Committee. I was chairman of the committee
during the process of creating the distribution formula.

When a school declines in enrollment below a certain level it
reaches a point where it can no longer make a viable budget.
The expansion of the Melrose Range would be certain to contribute
to such a decline. Monetary compensation alone cannot substain
a good school.

We just think it is unnecessary to make the expansion at the
expense of the Floyd Consolidated Schools.

It is my hope that a serious look at several alternatives be
looked at before the final decision on MBR is too hurriedly
made.

Respectively yours,

R. C. "Ike" Morgan
1311 West 17th Lane
Portales, New Mexico 88130

cc: All the New Mexico Congressional Delegation
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June 2, 1984

Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Attention: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and the Public Comment Hearing Officer

Dear Sirs: RE: DEIS on the proposed expansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range

After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
concerning the Melrose Bombing Range presently located in
Roosevelt County, New Mexico, and being a native of that area
and owning land and mineral rights that will be taken, in this
expansion, and future expansions, I feel that I must make the
following comments, ask some serious questions, and express the
following concerns:

I. FLOYD SCHOOL: On page twelve (12) of the DEIS 2.21.2
TAX REVENUE LOSS: "Department of Defense facilities do not
make payments "in lieu of" taxation, therefore the tax
revenue loss would be unmitigated. State action to rede-
fine school districts is one method to assist the Floyd
School District, but this would simply spread the revenue
loss equally among districts."

Is this saying that the Air Force would assist the State
in the problem of redistricting the area? Does this mean
you have already consulted the State and the School Districts
about such plans? Why wasn't the proposed redistricting
map not in the DEIS? If redistricting, is one method
to solve this problem according to the DEIS, will Floyd
School District receive part of the Portates School District?
Will the Floyd School District receive part of the Melrose
School District? Will the Floyd School District receive
part of the Elida School District? If the Melrose School
District gives some to Floyd will Melrose receive some of
the Clovis School District? If Elida gives some to Floyd
will Elida take part of the Dora School District? Just
where does the redistricting stop?

Is it lawful for another School District to inherit the
indebtedness of another school district?

Since the Floyd School District voted bonds for their
recent school construction will the remaining land owners
have to pay more, on their particular land, than they
would have originally if land is taken away for the MBR
expansion? And what about future bond issues at Floyd
if taxable land is taken by the Air Force? This will
curtail the bonding capacity of the Floyd School District,
would it not?

0
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 2 FLOYD SCHOOL cont.

At the Scoping Meeting, June 24, 1980, Melrose, New Mexico, on
the proposed expansion of the MBR, Mr. Wendell Best asked some
important questions about the Floyd School District, about the
amount of taxable land that will be removed, about the bonding
indebtedness, who pays off the existing bonds, "Will this be left
in the laps of the remaining people or what will happen here?"
Is it true the DEIS did not address this issue? It appears that
I must have overlooked as how this issue was addressed after it
was called to the attention of the Air Force. Is it true the
DEIS did not comply with the CFR 40, Section 1501.7 Scoping
especially paragraph (2) "Determine the scope (§1508.25) and
the significant issues to be analyzed in depth in the environmental
impact statement."?

According to the Map on page 26, in the DEIS, the County Road
going due west of Floyd, New Mexico, to the De Baca County Line
or the west side of the Floyd School District, will not be
relocated. Thus, this particular road, which is also a school
bus road for the Floyd School system will remain in the expansion
area, known as a safety buffer zone. It appears that there is
a direct conflict of purpose in proposing the expansion. The
Air Force desires to enhance the safety of the present MBR, yet
the DEIS shows that it is safe for a school bus to travel in
the safety buffer zone. Is it true the DEIS does not address
this issue? One would believe the boundry of a bombing range
should be back one or two miles from any school bus route. Will
this be addressed in the final DEIS? Will the County Rd. 25,
west of Floyd remain in the buffer zone? The DEIS, page 25,
calls this road State Road 252. According to my information
State Road 252 runs north and south and is in De Baca County and
furthermore not involved in the proposed expansion. (My map
references are from the official Roswell Resource Area Map
published by the Roswell District BLM, Roswell, NM, and the
County Road Map of Roosevelt County, New Mexico)

Unless some type of redistricting of the Floyd School System is
accomplished, to secure both taxable property and maintain the school
population, the Floyd School is doomed.

Why should the Air Force destroy a school system when, in their
own words in the Federal Register, June 9, 1980, it gives three (3)
alternatives rather than making the expansion.

2. MINERAL RIGHTS: On page twenty-nine (29) of the DEIS 4.4: EFFECTS
ON THE MINERAL RESOURCES: "The Air Force normally obtains surface
and subsurface mineral rights with any land purchase. This is the
intent with respect to the proposed expansion of Melrose Range.
The majority of mineral leasing would be on a no-surface-disturbance
basis." The DEIS did not explain how can I have access to the
potential oil and gas minerals without disturbing the surface when
drilling for those resources? This will mean that the 54,496.99
Acre proposed expansion will eliminate the development of a future
oil and gas resource area.
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 3 MINERAL RIGHTS cont.

The DEIS, as I understand it, denies me the privilege to
explore for oil and gas, let alone drill a well. The Air
Force once denied seismographing on the buffer zone of the
present MBR. (Reference of this denial was in a letter
dated 25 September 1981, Colonel George H. Tissaw, Chief,
Real Property Division, Directorate of Engineering and
Services, to Rogers Exploration, Inc.) This denial of
exploration even hindered exploration of adjacent land
to the existing MBR as this particular seismographing
project was to go from Roosevelt County into De Baca Coutry
to an existing gas well located in eastern De Baca County.
The DEIS mentions that slant drilling would require approval
from the range commander. If my mineral right -s subsurface
right only (i own the mineral but not the surface) and is
two miles within the new proposed extension boundry, does
the DEIS address of how I can have access to oil and gas

potential?

Is it true the DEIS omitted one important land owners name
from the detailed list of land owners, that being the State
of New Mexico, State Land Commissioner? Is it true the DEIS
omitted, entirely, the names and addresses of the mineral
right owners? Is it true the DEIS does not state that the
owners ot subsurface rights will receive fair compensation
for such ownership?

3. OIL AND GAS RESOURCES: The DEIS coverage of oil and gas
resources is very inadequate and incomplete. A very out-
standing example of. why I say this is the fact that the
Air Force, at CAAB, had in their possession a letter from
the State of New Mexico's State Planning Division which gave
the following statement; "On the 1974 map, "The Future of
New Mexico Oil and Gas Resources," produced by the New Mexico
Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources, we found that this
whole region involved is a Class I exploration area for oil
and gas." Is it true the DEIS did not have a copy of this
map? Is it true that this is in violation of 40 CFR, Section
1501.1 Purpose, paragraph (b) "Emphasizing cooperative consul-
tation aniong agencies before the environmental impact state-
ment is prepared rather than submission of adversary commenLs
on a completed document."

The future does not look good foe the State of New Mexico's
energy resources. According to a draft report from the
State's Energy and Mineral. Department most of the engery
resources that generate income for state government in New
Mexico wit). be depleted by the year 2000. A U. S. Geological
Survey estimates: "At least half a dozen basins have the
source rock, reservoir rock and maturity to produce signifi-
cant amounts of oil and gas, and they are virtually unexplored."
The Melrose Bombing Range and the surrotinding area is Class I
exploration area for oil and gas. WE CANNOT IGNORE THIS
PROTENTIAL FOR FUTURE ENERGY AND ESPECIALLY FROM THE STAND-

POINT Ole A REVENUE SOURCE FOR NEW MEXICO.
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984

* Page 4 DUE PROCESS OF LAW

4. DUE PROCESS OF LAW: The Bill of Rights of the Consti-
tution of the United States, Article V, guarantees I
would not "------be deprived of life, liberty, or- property,
without due process of law------."

Did the Draft Enviromental Impact Statement- f.or th e MBR
comply with the Code of Federal Regulations, 4.0 CFR, 1502.11
(f), since this document WAS NOT DATED? The DE1S did not
have a "letter of instruction" or directions as to the
Federal Register reference, the comment period, or the name
and address of where comments were to be sent. There are
many other, documen,tedt, c-a&ses where citizens received a
copy of the D'EIS without it being dated, without the
comment period: time,, and, without the name and address of
where to send, c omment. My point is that my lack o* the
requi..ed informatio n, which is supposed: t-o b e, a. part of
the Official Document, is not an isolatedi case. Libraries
even had copies of the DEIS without th.e r'eiu~ired' information.

After reading the Code of Federal Regulations., 40 CFR,
1500.5 Reducing Delay, I question the due process of law
being met. Is the DEIS in direct violation of the National
Environmental Policy Act? The transcript, of the Scoping
Meeting at Melrose, NM, June 24, 1980, gives the information,
and being present also, that Mr. Shotton when asked about
the DEIS gave this information; "If the Air Force decides
that a full environmental statement process is required,
announcement will be made one way or the other by January
of next year, 1981." Is it true the Air Force complied
with 40 CFR, 1500.5 Reducing Delay when it has been nearly
four (4) years since the Scoping Meeting (June 24, 1980)
and the most recent letter, in the DEIS, page D-53, Ref. #24,
is dated June 24, 1981? The Air Force also had knowledge
of our interest in the time-table for this process. The
Scoping Meeting transcript even quoted Senator Pete Domenici's
Field Representative, Mr. Poe Corn as; "I have two questions.
Number one, I think, also, the people of the, community here
have a right to know, at least from the financ ing standpoint
and their concern, on some type of milestone schedule that
you must have in your planning, for their information. And
secondly, how would the people here that are involved be
kept informed on a timely basis as to what is transpiring?"

A letter signed by F. W. Husmann, Colonel, USFA, dated
March 20, 1981, to Jack Greathouse, stated: "The target
date for completion of the environmental impact analysis
is Spring 1981." We took that letter very seriously.
And now I am very serious about the March 1984 release of
the DEIS as being a delay and in violation of the NEPA.
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment
June 2, 1984
Page 5

5. BENSON CEMETERY: The map the Air Force presented at
the Melrose Scoping'Meeting, June 24, 1980, included
the Benson Cemetery in the proposed expansion area.
The DEIS map is not clear enough to show whether or
not the Benson Cemetery was eliminated from the expansion
area. The text of the DEIS does not say if the
boundry was adjusted or not. There are soldiers from
World War I, World War II, and the Korean Conflict buried
at Benson. Will these graves be relocated if the proposed
expansion is made?

6. PAYMENT: If this MBR acquisition of land and mineral
rights is made, will it take forty (40) years to receive
compensation like the ranchers at White Sands?

How many more years of deficit spending can America afford?
The use of Federally owned land, land of less value, land
of fewer improvements, perhaps no homes to relocate, no
farmland, etc. would most certainly cost less than the
proposed expansion in Roosevelt and Curry counties.

My greatest concern is that this is the third time the Air Force
will be taking land for the Melrose Bombing Range. It is difficult.t
to understand why they need ten Limes the size as their original
range. Air Force planes have sophisticated anti-satellite
weapons, airborne electronic devices, and advanced computer
graphics and data systems. The planes shou~ld become more precise
and perhaps not need as much area.

Since the Federal Government owns 34% of my State (New Mexico) I
am opposed to one more acre of privately owned land ta-ken by them.
If CAAB has to have a larger bombing range then it should be in
an area where they can expand every ten (I0.) years as they have
historically done. That area could very well be on Federally -

owned land and easily accessable for the ptanes at CAAB.

I appreciate the opportunity to make comments to the DEIS.

Sincerely,

Bety/eathouse
1300 South Globe Ave.
Portales, NM 88130

cc: Senator Pete Domenici
405 Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20510

Senator Jeff Bingaman

502 Hart Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20510
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Environmental Planning & Public Comment. June 2, 1984
Page 6 cc: cont.

Rep. Joe Skeen
1007 LQngForth House Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20515

Rep. Bill Richardson
1610 Longworth House Office Bldg.
Washlington, D. C. 20515

Rep. Manual Lujan
1,323 House Office Building
Washington, D. C. 20515

Governor Toney Anaya
Office of the Governor
4th Floor, State Capitol Bldg.
Santa Fe, New Mexico ,7501
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North Star Rt.
Elida, New Mexico 881I

June 6, 1984 V

Environmental Pl'anning
Attn: Mr. Lewis Shotton

HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

and the Public Comment Hearing Officer

Dear Sirs: RE: Proposed Melrose Bombing Range Expansion - DEIS

After reviewing the DEIS, concerning the proposed expansion of the

Melrose Bombing Range, I wish to make a few comments including a

copy of my official impact statement which was presented at the

Air Force Scoping Meeting, at Melrose, New Mexico, June 24, 1980.

My impact statement, of June 24, 1980, is even more relevant in

1984 than it was in 1980.

I have endured more anguish these past four years, of waiting for

the DEIS to be released, than any Air Force person or Congressman

can realize. The reason is two-fold. The first reason is that I

was told, sometime around 1968, when the Air Force took land from

me, for the second time, that "this would be the last expansion."

This statement was made by a representative of the United States

Government. The second reason is that information, from both the

Air Force and the Congressmen, indicated that the DEIS would be

released in 1981.

In reviewing the DEIS, the latest reference letter on page D-23,

was dated June 241 1981. The DEIS was released, according to

the Federal Register, on March 16, 1984. The CFR 40, Section

1500.00 discourages delay from scoping meeting to DEIS release.

The copy of the DEIS I received was not dated, didn't give the

the public comment period, or the name and address to which

comments were to be sent.

All of the above comments will have more meaning if you will

read my, enclosed, official impact statement given June 24, 1980,

in that the proposed expansion will be the third time the Air

Force will have taken land and this time they will be taking my

home.

I humbly and respectively beg you to terminate the expansion

plans of the MBR and seek less costly alternatives.

Respectively,

Mrs. H. I1. Davis

cc: All the NM Congressional Delegation ' /I )1

Enclosure: My Impact Statement
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June 24, 1980

Tot Public Scoping Meeting Mbderator

From: Mr. & Mrs. H. H. Davis

Subject: Impact Statement, Expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range

Dear Moderator and fellow Americans:

The Air Force took land from us in 1952 for the original bombing range.
Then, again, a second time in 1968 they took more land. Now, in 1980,
they propose to take a vast amount more of our land and this time they
win be taking our home. This expansion by the Air Force will be the
first time families will have to be moved and this will mean that four
families will have to leave.

We have not, through all the years, made any complaint against the Air
Force concerning the bombing range. We continued our ranching as best
we could and let the Air Force do their thing.

You cannot blame us now for thinking it seems a bit unfair for the Air
Force, in propc31ng another expansion, not taking the initiative to
secure Federally owned land for the vast expansion rather than to
continue taking privately owned land from American citizens, particularly
when the Constitution of the United States sets aside Federal lands to
be used in the best interest of the people, especially for use in
National Defense.

The use of Federal lands, for a new bombing range, would likely cause
less environmental impact than expanding the existing range.

So, in the best interest of the people, and national defense, we
sincerely hope that the relocation of the Melrose Bombing Range, at
another geographical location, as mentioned in one of the recent
Air Force news releases, will occur.

Thank you.

Mrs. H. H. Davis
North Star Rt.
Elida, New Mexico 88116

(The above impact statement was presented at the Air Force Scoping
meeting at Melrose, New Mexico, June 24, 1980)
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Gentlemen:

After reading the impact statement from cove'r -to

cover twice, a few things are still unsettling.

Fiftt, FBqinuch-tenefit w-11 this proposed acquisition

• he--t -4he-Air Force?-. -Twice, it is distinctly stated

%tha-there will be no military use of the area to be-

acq-uiredO,-only -a -theoretically better use of the

prasent -range. It has been stated that low level

fly-overs should decrease. As a matter of fact, low-

level fly-overs occur on a continous basis on practice

days well into De Baca county. 4hy should increasnt / -

-4 the size of the rani 3 decrease fiy-overs that are' well /
outsidIe the tourtJarieE of thi, 'rpoe' ] rane.e

01'i hna]eq; t Notice r,;,n: is"epoc0 :"nra

!'--, 2. 4; i-i i. Tivi %s p runisiec'3 in the~ 1.mp:P.cvt Ptatement

N is inadequjite. N.otc .that tWhe only well.k shown west of

-the oreren'. ran.e have produ±t ..on. How much farther east

GAcs thc,. o,,o? Possibly to the western

bouridary ." the p'-'sent r a nw.

Ev rw ':":t . . o, r here i,  (1ferise. conscious. They

,roave the :ost to Ic-re. le -ray complain when aircraft

shake the foundation, of our homes, but we understand

their purpose, V expani:3.Lofn must occur, why not a

comprmise? hy not long-term easements which would

-4 ci]low tne Air Force acc s~ to this buffer zone, but al. ,-v,CD landowners "to retain tosseeSr? Ti woud ea.... ! son. .hi wou].d mean

sacrifices %of land use and some homes, ;)nd a lot of -

lfdaches, bull- it woulJd not be takino land from the

pe le .

A- fi'ial thoughts "; This is a government of the people,

by the people, for the people. These are the poop-le, So,

what right, not what law , en-titles a aovernment- a mere

institutin- to take legal possessions from pe-ople.

A-



To Whom It May Concern: J 1984

This is Herman James reporting on thLe Environrmental Impact

Analysis of the Melrose Bombing Range.

First of all lez me state my qualifications. i am a

Research Associate of the Llano Estacado Center for Advanced

Studies and Research, Eastern New Mexico University, Natural

History Museum, Portales, New Mexico. 7 am also a Science

teacher in the Portales Public Schools, Portaies, New Mexico,

I have done a numerous number of research projects through

the Game & Fish Department, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services,

ERDA, and various other agencies. I have a publication,

co-author, of the Enviromental Baseline Study of the Las

Madanos Waste Isolation Pilot Project Area of New Mexico.

This was a project that was done through Sandia. I have

another pubiication, Texas Journal of Science, Herpetofauna

of the Pedro Armendariz Lava Field of New Mexico, Texas

Journal of Science, 1983. Another recent pulbication,

"Rattlesnakes of the Pedro Armendariz Lava Field of New

Mexico, Copeia, March, 1984, i was also a consultant to

PBS, Public Broadcasting Systems on the national network on

their Educational Science Series,

In the Environmental Impact Analysis, i have gone over

very carefully, there are a great number of discrepancies.

I state these discrepancies because I am very familiar with

the area, I have done a great deal of research in the area.

The New Mexico Game & Fish Department stated that an environ-

mental impact study must be done and an environmental impact



study was not done and I stress that very strongly. An

Environmental Impact Study was not done. Materials of

previous research people may have been gone over, but I

know personally from being in the area, from being involved

with wildlife in the area, being involved with the New Mexico

Game & Fish Department and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Services;

I also grew up 19 miles north of the Melrose Bombing Range.

I know what animals are found there and what animals are not.

There are 17 species of reptiles that are not mentioned in

the Environmental Impact Analysis that can be found there

the year around. There are 24 mammals species that are

found there the year around that are not mentioned in the

Environmental Impact Analysis. Also there is a recent publica-

tion through the Bureau of Land Management by Hubbard &

Schmidt. The title of the publication is "The Blackfooted

Ferrat of New Mexico." It states that the Blackfooted Ferrat

has been found in this area in past years. If you do not

have a copy of this publication, I suggest you get one, if

you have trouble getting one, I will be happy to get one for

you. Also, nowhere in the Impact Analysis is mention of

estimation of population or of size of any of the wildlife

found in the area. At this point I would like to mention

a quote of a very famous and well-known individual, Dan True.

His quote was, "If the eagle cannot make it, neither can we."

I would like to add a little bit to that quote. "If the

wildlife in this area cannot make it, neither can we0 "
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I am all for the Air Force and their training, and their

practice bombing ranges, and their practice bombing missions,

these are very important, However, I feel very strongly that

there are better areas for the Air Force to train in. I feel

that there are areas that they can receive better training in

than they can out on the open terrain.

Again, I strongly suggest that an Environmental Impact

Study be done in the area because of the number of discrepancies

in the Environmental Analysis Report.

I thank you very kindly for listening to what I have to

say. Thank you for your kindness and consideration.

Herman C. James
Research Associate
Eastern New Mexico University
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. John D. Greathouse
NW 260 Martin Lane
Florence, Mt. 59833

June 1,1984
Jack Greathouse
Box 548
Portales, NM 88130

Dear Jack;

As per our telephone conversation of last evening, enclosed
are two copies of my response to the Air Force's DEIS. Please
keep one copy for your files and hand deliver the other to the
party in charge of the meeting on June 6th.

This letter will also serve as my affidavit and proxy,
appointing you to act on my behalf including voting and/or other
actions that may be necessary to take. he meeting on June 6th or
subsequent meetings which I may not be able to attend.

Thank you.

Very truly yozs,

,',.,John D.Greathouse

JDG/jma /

encl.

STATE OF MONrANA) On 9 , -9_, before me, the undersigned
Notary Public in and for said County and State, personally

COUNTY OFLAj ul appeared 3n )-(. CA r--
-- ) known to me to be the person wihose name i

________________subs~r-lbed to the within
instrument, and acknowledged to me that __he executed the same.

NOTARY PUBLIC in and Notary's Signature
for said County and State

Type or Print Nortary's Name 5h )4 .t

My canission expires 5- /. -- /
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NW 260 Martin Lane
Florence, Mt. 59833

Environmental Planning
H.Q. TAC 1DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

SUBJECT: Proposed Expansion Melrose Bombing Range, New Mexico

TO: Mr. Shotton

1. On April 18, I wrote to you requesting an extension of time to
prepare my response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
You chose to ignore my request. It was only thru the consideration
and concern of Senator Jeff Bingaman's office that I was able to
find 'out that a 60 day extension was granted. This 60 day period
is INADEQUATE time to do the necessary research and write an
adequate response.

2. To identify myself, my name is John D. Greathouse, Distinguished
Military Graduate, West Virginia University; Extended active duty, W
USAF, Jul 55, Air Force Officer, A03028633, Graduate PBOC Class
56-13C, Ellington Field, Houston, Texas; assigned 58th WX Recon.
SQDN., Fairbanks, Alaska. Flew inexcess of 100 missions over the
polar region, and approximately 100 missions in the area of the
Soviet owned Kormandorsky Islands. No. 1 SQDN Mission, TOP SECRET.
Final mission was to Wheelus AFB, Tripoli, N. Africa, and
Dharhran AFB, Khobar, Saudi Arabia. Released from active duty
June, 1960. Entered the Real Estate Field. Extensive study and
work personally and for clientele in land planning and real estate
development, interpreting Environmental Impact Statements for
developments and marketing, Sacramento, California. Presently
residing in Missoula, Montana.

3. I wish to comment on the DEIS with reference to three areas, here-
after referred to as AREA A,B & C. But first I would like to make
two statements:

a) My comments do not contain the depth that I would like since
the extension of time to do the research and fully prepare
is inadequate.

b) In studying the DEIS, it is obvious that the Air Force made a
decision as to-the action it wanted to take and then proceeded
to justify that decision with a very poorly written, subjective,
inadequate DEIS.

A-45-



* AREA A: DEIS Summary Sheet, page i, paragraph 3, "Existing def-
iciencies produce a 'canned' training environment. After
a few missions on the range, Air Crews can easily identify
the limited target array. Versatility and realism in
training are greatly reduced. The overall result is that
student and mission ready Air Crews receive extremely
limited training, dealing only with the basics of their
aircraft's capabilities".

My comment is that to expand Melrose CANNOT meet objectives of
"allowing complexity and realism in attack maneuvers, and provide
space for development of target array, similar or identical to
those that may be found in actual combat situations".

I am very familiar with the relative flat plains area encompassing
the existing Melrose Bomb Range and proposed expansion area.
With thousands of hours flying time both privately and with the
USAF, I know that any sharp young Air Crew will have the entire
Cievis, Portales, Floyd, Melrose Range and surrounding area com-
mitted to memory after a couple of flights.

It will be virtually impossible to meet objectives of "allowing
complexity and realism and provide space for development of
target array similar or IDENTICAL to those that may be found in
actual combat situations", by a simple expansion essentially of

* flat plains terrain. Whether viewed visually or by radar screen,
instant memorization of landmarks, roads, small towns, and
targets within the range will still produce a "CANNED" trainihig
mission. Therefore, the objectives will not be met by an expan-
sion of the existing range.

AREA B: Mineral Resources: DEIS page 10, 2.1.1.1 Environmental
Impacts: paragraph C. "While this action would not affect
the ultimate potential of any mineral resources in the
area, their exploitation could be indefinately delayed if
such could not be accomplished in a manner compatible
with Air Force operations". Page 16, 3.3 Mineral Resources:
"Sixty five percent of the expansion area is under oil and
gas lease". Page 17, "the State of New Mexico has
classified the Melrose, New Mexico area as having high
potential for the discovery of oil and gas, etc".

My comment is that those who prepared the DEIS have essentially
overlooked, or attempted to make insignificant, the greatest
impact the expansion of Melrose may have, that being the potential
for oil and gas discovery in the area. Page 16 indicates that 65%
of the expansion area, being Class I Mineral Lands is now under
oil and- gas lease. I-n telephone conversations with Mr. Keith
Ranum, DEPCO, (Denver Retroleum) he has informed me that their
intent is to do seismographic testing in the area this year
followed by drilling in the event the testing shows positive. results.



Fact 1: In a letter dated October 6,1981, from CoL Gilbert K.
St. Clair to Jack Greathouse, Col. St. Clair explained
that Rogers Explorations, Inc. was denied permission to
conduct seismographic testing on Melrose Bombing Range.

Fact 2: In your DEIS, Page 7, the Loco Hills Site was ruled out
as a possible site for an alternative bombing range, based
on A."Numerous oil and gas wells are located in the
southern portion of the site".

From these two facts, it is obvious these lands will be locked
out from any development of potential oil and gas fields if
Melrose is expanded. We all know that both gas and oil are non-
renewable resources, being rapidly depleted in the world!
Therefore, to lock up these Class I lands is a significant impact!

AREA C: Taking of Private Lands and the Relocation of People
residing in the area. Page ii, 3.0Summary of Impacts:
"the principal adverse impacts associated with the pro-
posal are the relocation of people residing in eight
dwellings". Page 4; 2.0.3.1, a. "the taking of privately
owned land is the primary concern identified in the public
scoping process". Page 16; 3.1 Description, ownership and
land use: paragraph 1, "there is a total of 43 surface
owners and 55 tracts within the proposed expansion".

My comments are: There is no reference to the number of sub-
surface mineral owners as discussed in AREA B. Those preparing
the DEIS pass it off lightly as seemingly an insignificant impact
to take private property and relocate families. After being in
the marketing of private property and relocation of families for
24 years, I am keenly aware of the impact on people's lives who
have to tear out their long extablished roots, give up their homesF...
leave their friends, neighbors, and surroundings. Scientific .7
studies that have been made indicate that a major move by a family_.
rates third in traumatic impact on members of that family; the
first one being the death of a close loved one, and the second
being divorce. The basis of "Pursuit of Happiness" as written
into the Preamble to our Constitution is defined as "the right to;
acquire property both real and personal". To flippantly write
a DEIS justifying the taking of 54,496 acres of land of which the
majority is privately owned by some 43 surface owners and an -

unstipulated number of sub-surface owners; and uprooting and
relocating 8 families from their homes is confiscation, and is,
a mockery of the basis of the meaning of America. Especially
when to do so will not solve the problem of the "CANNED" training
now existing; and when other suitable sites are available which will:

a) Give Diversity in training to the Air Crews,
b) Are 75% Federally owned and only 5% privately owned,
c) Meets many of the cirteria for selecting a bombing site.

I am referring to the Lon-Mesa site discussed in the DEIS page 8.
In the first paragraph on page 8, it states the site is situated
approximately 50 miles northwest of Roswell; then in paragraph
labeled 2., the DEIS says " the close proximity of the Lon-Mesa
site to the Roswell airport would add to the complexity of
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departures proceeding to the northwest and arrivals descending
from the northeast.

* Come on now--surely you jest! We're discussing low flight sorties
of TAC Aircraft, principally the F-IIID, making bb runs at a
site 50 miles from the commerical airport. What are those commercial
pilots doing these days-- climbing 10 feet per minute? And descend-
ing 50 miles before final approach coming in low and slow, huh?
Let's be serious. I am totally opposed to the--expanslr-on-of Melrose
Bombing Range for the reasons stated herein. I suggest you recon-
sider other sites to give the Air Crews at Canon serious diversif-
ication in training; ie; use Melrose as their beginning target, then
as they advance, let them bomb the heck out of the target array
at a different site, such as Lon-Mesa; then schedule them to Nellis,
Luke, Red Rio, and Oscura for their finals. They will then be
ready for combat!

I suggest the Air Force work it out with the FAA to move the Beak
A and Pecos MOA if it interferes with development and use of Lon-
Mesa. It is a lot less impact to move an Oaini and an Airway than
it is to lock up mineral lands, take private property, and relocate
families forcing them into the 3rd most traumatic experience they
can endure; especially if expansion of the existing faciality really
doesn't solve the problem of not having combat ready Air C ws.

John D. r a ouse

JDG/jma

CC: Sen. Pete Dominici, Rm. 14 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Sen. Jeff Bingaman, Sut 175 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Rep. Joe Skeen, Rm. 12 Fed. Bldg., Roswell, NM 88201
Governor Toney Anaya, 4th Floor State Capitol Bldg.,

Sante Fe, NM 87501
Mr. Paul Biderman, Director Energy and Mineral Dept., 400

Cammo De Los Marquez, Sante Fe, NM 87501
Mr. Jim Baca, Director Public Lands Commission, 310 Old Sante

Fe Trail, Sante Fe, NM 87501
Sen. Max Baucus, c/o U.S. Senate, Washington, DC 20510
Sen. John Melcher, c/o U.S. Senate, Washington,DC 20510
Jack Greathouse, Box 548, Portales, NM 88130
Mr. Keith Ranum, DEPCO, 1000 Petroleum Bldg., Denver, CO 80202
Lovell R. Greathouse, 331 N. Coleman, Roswell, GA 30075
Denny Gentry, NM Cattleman's Assn., 2231 Rio Grande Blvd.,

NW, Albuquerque, NM 87194
Michael H. Kull, Executive Director NM Boy's Ranch, Belen,

NM 87002
Milton Datsopoulos, Attorney at Law, 201 W. Main, Missoula

Montana, 59802
John W. Russell, Star Route 7, Box 23A Belen, NM 87002
U.S. Air Force(USAF),Dept. for Environment & Safety, (SAF/MIQ)

Washington, DC 20330
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May 31, 1984

"/To: Chairman, Public Hearing, Floyd, NM

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose, NM, Bombing Range

The purpose of this letter is to go on record officially to protest the
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

In the Federal Register dated 9 June 1980 the Air Force openly admitted they
have alternative plans other than spending millions to disrupt families,
telephone, electric and gas lines, roads, mail services, a cemetary, tax base,
school districts, Boys Ranch, ruining productive farm and ranch land and
robbing mineral right, owners of any potential gain. The land they propose to
take is choice range and farm land and class I area for future gas and oil
development.

Alternative plans include closing the Melrose Range and u=ing other Air Force
or other militry service ranges, such as Lon-Mesa. The Federal Government now
owns 34% of the land in New Mexico.

The I. R. Greathouse family homesteaded in Roosevelt County in 1907,

maintaining the Greathouse Ranch until it was sold in 1958 with mineral rights
retained for heirs of the original owners. The Air Force did not notify
mineral rights owners of their proposed action nor were the oil companies who
have leases on much or all of this land.

Since other suitable Government facilities are available to the Air Force, it
seems unnecessary to add to the huge Federal budget deficit by expanding this
facility at great cost to the Government and the people who are affected.

I sincerely urge the Air Force to use other facilities.

Margret Greathouse Wagner 1 Sadie M Greathouse, (Age 95)
229 West 1060 South y"1405 Willow Lane
Orem, Utah 84058 Grants Pass, Oregon 97527

copy:Environmental Planning Hq.
TAC/DEEV
Attn; Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665
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0
Route I, Box 126
Clovis, NM 88101
June 6, 1984

PubLic Hearing Officer
DEIS, Proposed Expansion Melrose Bombing Range
% Floyd High School
Floyd, New Mexico

Dear Sir: RE: DEIS, Public Hearing

Since I will not be able to attend the Air Force's
Public Comment Meeting, June 6, 1984, 7 p.m., Floyd,
New Mexico, I am sending a copy of my letter to
Environmental Planning which will be my comment for
the Public Hearing also.

Please enter my comment in the Official Record as a
written comment for the Floyd meeting.

Thank you for this consideration.

Respectively,

iames R. Whiteman

JRW/jg -

Enclosure: My Official Comment, DEIS, MBR

0
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James :,. V.hiternan
H1. I - BOX 126

CLOVIS. JEW MEXICO 88101

ARTS & CRAFTS

April 23, 1984

Environmental P a-nning
Attn: Mr. Shotton
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton: RE: IS on the Expansion of the Melrose Range in
Roosevelt Cc.unty, New Mexico

I wish to enter nW protest, in the official roco.ds, of the preposed expansion
of the Melrose Bombing Rnnge. My reasons are as follows:

More than a hundred square miles of prime land is a lot of land to be used
as a bombing ringe.

Second and most imnortant about taking this Uod land is it will upset too
many farmers and ranchers. It takes a lifeti:.e to build a r:1 nch. Money
can't compensate for a ho.,%estead and the work that tWent into building these
places.

Third, This land is marked for oil and gas arid a big exprnded field in the
not too far distant t1':e. Those having rineral rights will LOSS I ALL.
The EIS doesn't address the oil and gas issue with very much authority.

The Floyd School system. will also lose money from the present tax system.
We shouldn't destroy our educational programs when other alternatives exist.

Fourth, I went with the Archaeologist checking" on the envivrnxent at the
Melrose Bombing Range and the report was w-tered down pretty much, in ,,y

opinion. There were no Pueblo ruins in the area, h~wever there were some
rer.ains in a few places of the Pit house people, also the Folsom Man and

the Clovis Man roamed this area. The points of the mesas, in the N3R area,
were sacred to the Indians, and soi'e of the points had indian graves on
them. Right where the observatory for MR'Z is located there use to be an
Indian grave. The whole nesa has been blasted to piocesl I can't believe
such destructionl I have observed this country in the 1920's and up through
the 130's. I miss the green grass and fresh airp also the beiutiful rolling
mesas. In spite of the cleaning and pollcing of the MBR grounds there is
nothing but old busses, trucks, junk cars, ,!I fu]1 of hullebs holes ?nd t1-
smell of oil barrels. !

I agree with one of our senators w o s,id; "1ihe peolle trent tl-e EARTH 1ike
they were renting it."

I am for a strong defense of A:erica but we nu%;t nr-.e tho le-t use of our
lives and resources. Therefore, I favor the Air Force's own alternatives
instead of taking 52,000 Acres and that is: 1. Cori ,o to un;e the prer_, :
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4 Page 2.
Environmental Planning
Attns Mr. Shotton
HQ TAC/DEV

* Laigley AFB, VA 23665

bombing range with it's limitations. (The limitations are very mLnjtuLm)
2. Closing the Melrose Range and acquiring land in son,c other geographic
location for a new Air Force range. (This can bu done in Neu Mexico with
34% of the land in our State being Federal Land) 3. Closing the Melrose
Range and conducting training on other Air Force and/or other ralitary
service ranges. (This is a good alternhsivo as the planes from CA.AB
presently uses seven (7) other bombing renr m. Plznes from other
bases use the Melrose Range only 4, of it'3 . -e aocording to the EIS
and that isn't significant)

The Air Force con-uinues to tell us they need i ;.)re real i:tic bombing range.
If they will be fair about this statemlent thenr they :;oid use either
alternative plan No. 2 or alternati-e plan '.o. 3, Navigation is tbout
as important as meroly dropping boibs, The Volrose 'ange offers very
little realistic training in cross-country flying a5 it is only twenty (20)
miles from the base.

So, instead of using good agricultural land I favor u:.-ing existing rar.ges
or locating land that has vary little of anything but dry desert with -/

habitation.

'1

i3i ncee I yyouro3,

hi tc

Senator Pete Domenici -\
Senator Jeff Bin ca::.an
Rep. Joe Skenn
Mr. Jose' H. Lucero

X412



MEMORANDUM May 27, 1984

TO: Public Hearing Officer- DEIS, MBR

FROM: Mrs. Lucite Lukit

SUBJECT: Public Hearing Metrose Bombing Range at Floyd, N. M.

Since I witt not be abte to attend the Aik Force's

Public Hearing Meeting, June 6, 1984, 7 p.m., at

Ftoyd, New Mexico, I am sending my written state-

ment.

Thank you for youA consideration. 0

Attachment: My written statement

0
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This letter is to inform you we are a.ainst the expansion of the
Melrose Bombing Range. We do not fee any group of people has
the right to take homes and a life time of work from Ranchers in

* order to make jobs and bring business to another group. With the
thought in mind homes, away of life, inheritance, peice of mind
are at stake go with me through this little blue book that is so
repetious. I would like you to see things from where I stand, a
few miles from the perposed expansion on a Ranch, sometimes we
call it the end of the road, because one starts opening gates when
they pass our home. We have a 20 year old son away at college. My
husband has lived here since 1939 he is 79 years old. One wonders
will the next expansion get us. Also keep in mind we've had a shut
in Fas well since 1974. This is the third takeover., and I have been
nothing was paid for the mineral rights on the first two takeovers.
ii 3-Summary of Impacts: Move 8 familes. One other purposed place
had endangered species-couldn't consider that place.
page 2 - there is other existing ranges. Our nation shouldn't spend
money it hasn't got on something it doesn't need. Remember the
National Land Protection Policy Act.
page 4 - a-The takeover of privately owned land is still a primary
concern and rightly so.
page 5-A-I question the wisdom of not wanting to use mountainous
terrain-your first battle might not be in the wide open country.
White Sands (a promised back takeover) part of the training could
be coping with the airspace.

page 7-b-Beneath commercial air route - MOVE THE AIR ROUTE
Homes and their people and land are still on top of the list.

page 7-c-Oil and gas located on this site. This purposed expansion
has even hindered the lease of some mineral.

page 8-Train at other Ranges. There there use them to the fullest.
In other words get your moneys worth out of what is alreadlhefe.
page 10-Noise impact is concidered NO IMPACT. We who live here see
what takes place in a fly(beside)over.
pape 11-b-Will it indeed be used for grazing. May not be Drime or
unique land - but the fact remains - it's someones home and most
likely been so for many years - thats what really counts with me -
how about you. Remember the National Farm Land Protection Policy
Act. Speaking of repetion, must be catchinp.

page 10-c-Not does but has affected potential mineral resouces in
this area. And the mineral right owners have not been listed or
notifyed. And what about the Oil and grs people - they aren't
listed and have they been noifyed. I think not - one person at
the Cannan Air Base didn't seem to know the importance of letting
these two groups know nor now to find them. ????????????????

page 1O-d-If no increase of aircraft activity over the range -
why the need fo' increase land.
page 10-e- WATER - I think perhaps some people have never heard of
a dry well. Ranchers have to have water lots of water.

* page 10-f-A no flying area would be established around the nesting
site of a pair of "olden eagles - GREAT. Wish we people were so
important. Bald heads.

-16 page 11-g-grass fires do damage air quality. Why tio increase.
page 1I-h-665 acres of vgetpation removed and just the pledge of
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Cannon AFB to stop erosion isn't the answer. Thats a big problem in
this part.

page 11-a-Why train to protect a School when your training place de-
stroys what you train to protect. The Floyd 3chool isn't just any.ole school.

page 11-b-Relocation of persons and dwellings. This sin't just
persons this is family, friends, loved ones being forced to leave
homes not dwellings. Places many have spent years of hard work on.

page 11-d-We need land for food and fiber. Remember the National
Farm Land Protection Policy Act.

page 11-e-Waste of more land. Remember the National Farm Land
Protection Policy Act.

page 11-f-A ranch without water. You can't find water just any
place in this part.

page 11-g-Remember National Farm Land Protection Policy Act.

page 12-(l) Possible base closure. Sure would miss that noise.

page 12-(2) No three party exchange of land says the BLM. The
private land owner has no say.

page 13-Relocation at takeover price.

page 14-For disturbance of these birds-you admit desturbance.

page 14-Soil erosion and undesirable plants is a full time battle
not time left for bombing.

page 14-Relocation of roads-sure the volume traffic on this road
is light. And when gople are moved out will another road be needed.

* Thats what roads are.'for people.

page 14-Just what does't transfer of water rights mean.

page 19-Lots of people haven't gotten to release mineral because
of this purposed expansion. And this can well be part of why these
two well are still shut in wells.

page 12-the location and owners of each 46 (some unknown owners)-wells
-and they weren't sent a little blue book before the notice in the
paper. Why. Some of tksefolks are up in years. Have a heart.

-page 21-There may well be more wildlife than named.

page 23-Burial site - Doesn't have to be in the National Register
of Historic Places - was all these land owners notified.

page 24-What came and pushed out agriculture and is still pushing.

page 28-Fly overs do take place and far from the proposed boundary
lines.

page 29-So we have unreclamed land - what a waste to keep spreading
unreclamed land - surely there must be a stopping place.

page 29-This is not right to take mineral rights from people and
not pay them for now and what they could bring in the future and
that loss to the family in years to come. Isn't it true the first
takeovers didn't pay for mineral - just maybe some folks have a
right to demand some back pay with interest.

* page 29-Land adjacent to the purposed expansion is and will affect
oil and gas exploration because the general feeling is thats in the
next takeover. It does affect the price of land and discourages
exchange of land and mineral leaseing.

page 33-Will there be need of mail and bus route if no people.
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page 34-You can't find water where it isn't.

~ page B-i Property owners were't notified. Shouldn't they have gotten
the little blue books first. Some are very greatly distressed even
to the point of despair - when will the next takeover be. Help can't
someone do something - hasn't this been going on since 1952?

D-4 - There is Golden Eagles:

D-5 - Overlap-Prime Farmland:

D-6 - Class 1 exploration area for oil and gas:

D-12 - Theres other ranges to use for public defence:

D-14 - Public interest: ? ? ? ? ?

D-18 - Other homes mean just as much to those near and dear to them.

d-20 - No Indian land impacted. Wasn't this once Indian country.
Could make one feel like an Indian of long ago.

D-23 - Shouldn't Impacks be prepared by a third party?

D-25 - Adverse affect on agriculture to great.

D-29 - Outdated map - I question the interest of this person and
understand I am not the only one.

D-47 - Grazing lease?

APPENDIX E - Animal response - one must live with and care deeply
for Animal to note the response. Ever on a horse and meet up with
a fly-over or should I say a flyby.

D- Correspondence Received on proposed expansion - No Rancher report.
What about input from meeting at Melrose?????????????????????????

I feel about this expansion the way I felt about the M X.

M X Monster Go Away

M X Monster goaway!
We don't want your shell game play,
Out unon our lone prairie.
Thats not whore you ought to be.

M X Monster go away!
We don't need your roads I say
Out amonaest our fields of hay
Thats not where you ought to be.

Pu X Monster go away!
We don't want our taxes wasted
Just to get sand in our faceses
Thats not where you ought to be.

M X Monster go away.
We can't take your nuclear ways
Near our homes and near our people
Thats not where you ought to be.
April 22, 1981 Margaret Spencer

THANKS

Margaret Spencer and all at our HOME-Nina, Eulah, Earl and CRUEY.
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_ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VI

INTERFIRST TWO BUILDING. 1201 ELM STREET
DALLAS. TEXAS 75270

MAY 02 1984

Mr. Lewis Shotton
Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotton:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
on expanding the Melrose Air Force Bombing Range in Curry and Roosevelt
Counties, New Mexico. We offer the following comments for your consideration:

1. On page 28, the EIS addresses the effects of noise on fringe
area residents but we found no mention of reference environ-
mental noise levels or if there were any sensitive noise re-
ceptors near the proposed expanded Melrose Bombing Range such
as the New Mexico Boys Ranch shown on Figure 4. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) has identified residences C\J
(including farm residences), hospitals and schools as sensitive
noise receptors and asks that the Air Force depict those recep-
tors within the 65 Ldn contour on an Ldn noise contour map.

2. The Final EIS would be strengthened by including an evaluation
of noise impacts on these above sensitive receptors using
appropriate criteria in the "CeQdensed Version of EPA Levels
Document" dated November 1978, and the HUD Site Acceptability
Standards published on July 12, 1979.

We classify your Draft EIS as LO-2. Generally, we have no objections to
the proposed action as discussed in the Draft EIS. However, we are suggest-
ing additional information on noise levels at sensitive receptors in order
to evaluate fully the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

Our classification will be published in the Federal Register according to
our responsibility to inform the public of our views on proposed Federal
actions under Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.
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Definitions of the categories are provided on the enclosure. Our procedure
is to categorize the EIS on both the environmental consequences of the pro-
posed action and on the adequacy of the EIS at the draft stage, whenever
possible.

We appreciated the opportunity to review the Draft EIS. Please send our
office five (5) copies of the Final EIS at the same time it is sent to the
Office of Federal Activities, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington,
D.C.

Sincerely yours,

u Dick Whittington, P.E.
Regi onal Admi ni strator

Encl osure
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ENVIROINMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

LO - Lack of Obj'ctions

EPA has no objections to the proposed action as described in the draft

impact statement; or suggests only minor changes in the proposed action.

ER - Environmental Reservations

EPA has reservations concerning the environmental effects of certain
aspects of the proposed action. EPA believes that further study of
suggested alternatives or modifications is required and has asked the
originating Federal agency to re-assess these aspects.

EU - Environmentally Unsatisfactory /

EPA believes that the proposed action is unsatisfactory because of its
potentially harmful effect on the environment. Furthermore, the Agency
believes that the potential safeguards which might be.utilized may not
adequately protect the environment from hazards arising frbm this action.
The Agency recommends that alternatives to the action be analyzed further
(including the possibility of no action at all).

/

ADEOUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Catecory1 - Adecuate

The draft impact statement adequately sets forth the environmental impact
of the proposed project or action as well as alternatives reasonably
available to the project or action.

Catecory 2 - Insufficient Information

EPA believes the draft impact statement does not contain sufficient
information to assess fully the envirQnmental impact -of the proposed
project or action. However, from the information submitted, the
Agency is able to make a preliminary determination of the impact
on the environment. EPA has requested that the originator provide
the information that was-not included' in'the draft statement.

Cateaory 3 - Inadecuate

EPA believes that the draft impact statement does not adequately
assees the environmental impact of the proposed project or action,
or that the statement inadequately analyzes reasonably available
alternatives. The Agency has requested more information and. analysis
concerning the pote-tial -"v..... etal hazards and has as.ked that
substantial revision be made to the impact statement. If a draft
statement is assigned a Category 3, no rating will be made of the
project or action, since a-basis does not generally exist on which
to make a determination.
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aUnited States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Roswell District Office
P. 0. Box 1397

IN XRLY Roswell, Ntw Mexico 88201
REFERTO:

1792.5

April 25, 1984

Environmental Planning

HQ TAC/DEEV
Attention: Mr. Shotton
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Expansion of
the Melrose Air Force Range. In general we feel the document could benefit by
increased quantification. The specific comments are listed below:

CD Pg. 3 A general location map should preceed this map.

V Sec. 2217 This section talks about relinquishing water rights on the

f\) expanded range. The EIS does not indicate if water will be
CID maintained on the expanded range for pronghorn antelope and

other wildlife.

Sec. 3.4 Reference is made to livestock wells not needing state
licensing if the capacity is less than 10 acre feet. We N

N believe that what is meant is that stockponds less than 10 CI
ODI acre feet do not need state licensing.

b o

Sec. 3.5 This section would benefit from better quantification. The c toPO number of wildlife present (eg. pronghorn antelope) would help OD

00 the reader determine the significance of the impacts. N

Socio/Econ Sections Nowhere were we able to find the cost of the
N expansion. It is important for the reader to know how Co
Go much money the expansion would cost the taxpayer. ('

M The section should quantify to a greater degree the U-)
00 loss of revenue that will result from the loss of 00
Ln 3,500 acres of farmland.
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The economic loss of the leasees who currently hold LD

oil & gas leases within the proposed range expansion OD

should be addressed.

Our records indicate 11.54 acres of Public Land

(T. 1 S., R. 30 E., Section 6) within proposed area,

and 3418 acres of Federal subsurface mineral estate.

The Air Force, will need to apply for a withdrawal of the Public Lands

included in the range expansion.

Sincerely yours

rict Manager
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STATF OF NEW MEXICO

ENERGY AND MINERALS DEPARTMENT
* -525 Camino de los Marquez

Santa Fe, New Mexico
87501

TONEYANAYA April 26, 1984

Department of Environmental Planning
H.Q.TAC.-DEED
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

Attention: Mr. Shotton

Re: Proposed Expansion of Melrose
Bombing Range

Dear Mr. Shotton:

The New Mexico Energy and Minerals Department is in receipt
of a copy of a letter to you from John D. Greathouse
requesting extension of time in which to comment upon the
draft and environmental impact statement dealing with the
proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

The Energy and Minerals Department of the State of New
Mexico supports that request for extension and requests
that you grant the maximum extension possible to allow
Mr. Greathouse and other interested parties to comment upon
this draft environmental impact statement. We hope that
this extended comment period would allow for the
development of information about non-renewable energy and
minerals resources which may be affected by this proposed
expansion and the impact of the loss of utilization of
those resources upon the State of New Mexico and the
country as a whole.

Thank you for your consideration of this request.

incerely

# PAUL L. BIDERMAN
Secretary

PLB/h

A26
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

(505)827-5950

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES DIVISION CONSERVATION & MANAGEMENT DIVISION MINING & MINERALS DIVISION RESOURCE & DEVELOPMENT DIVISION
(505)827-5925 1505) 827-5660 (505) 827-5970 (505) 827-5900

OIL CONSERVATION DIVISION
(505) 827-5800

Land Office Buing. P.O. Box 2088. Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501



JUDITH A. PRATTCOMMITrEES:
BERNALILLO COUNTY Chairman:

District 18 LABOR

3800 SILVER, SE Member:

Home Telephone: (505) 256-3816 JUDICIARY

ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 87108 RULES & ORDER OF BUSINESS

RADIOACTIVE MATERIALS

,,taic of Neftl 4jjeXCV COMMITTEE
LECISLATIVE COUNCIL

Chairman:S-ofDEMOCRATIC ,*AUCUS

THIRTY-SIXTH LEGISLATURE

June 27,1984

Mr. Lewis Shotten
Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, VA 23665

Dear Mr. Shotten:

Re: Melrose Bombing Range expansion

As a New Mexico state legislator and a Democratic candidate
for the U.S. Senate from New Mexico, I am writing to express
my concern with the mistreatment of ranchers,farmers and mineral
owners in Eastern New Mexico and to state my opposition to the
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range as described in the DEIS.

A careful review of the DEIS has left me appalled. There
is hardly a mention of the state land that comprises one third
of the proposed expansion area. Economic issues and revenue
losses are treated superficially, and perhaps worst of all, -

alternatives to an action which would profoundlyaffect hundreds
of New Mexicans are almost casually dismissed.

As a state legislator I am particularly concerned with the
state trust land that the Air Force wants to acquire under the
expansion proposal. Rental from grazing and mineral leases
from this land is used to support elementary and. secondary
education in New Mexico and to support water conservation pro-
grams administered by the State Engineer. As you know the whole _r-

cO expansion area has been classified by the state as having great
potential for the discovery of oil and gas. NM Land tCommissioner
Jim Baca says that loss of royalty revenue to the state from As
oil and gas on the state area could total over $10 million,
not to mention severance tax losses and loss of the state's
share of federal royalties.

I am also concerned with the New Mexico Boy's Ranch,
part of which falls within the proposed expansion area. The 00

OD ranch is in the process of building a $300,000 facility which 0O

will be detrimentally affected by expanded testing nearby.

The proposed expansion will have a devastating effect on 0'O

the Floyd School District, one of the small rural districts OD
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that form the backbone of our educational system here in New

Mexico. The District will lose students, tax revenue, bonding
cD capacity and a school bus route, yet there is no discussion 00

to in the DEIS of alternatives or mitigating measures for the
students, parents and teachers of the Ihyd Schools.

Economic issues and revenue lcsses aro treated superficially
in the Air Force's brief DEIS. The DEIS for example estimates
that only about $5300 in tax revenue would be lost each year and

only 8-10 people would be thrown out of work. But this is a
gross underestimation of the value of the land in a larger social
and economic context. The New Mexico Dept. of Agriculture esti- O

o mates that farm income from crops produced on the 4,400 acres C\

that the Air Force would take totals approximately $500,000 each
year. This is income that farmers use to pay their loans, buy
farm equipmentcars and groceries. It is recycled into the local
economy and multiplied many times over.

Historically farming and ranching have comprised the econo-
mic and social backbone of life in Eastern New Mexico. Oil and
gas are its future. Loss of potential oil and gas revenue, which

No could reach as high as $100 million in the proposed expansion
toD area according to the Roosevelt County Commission, are nowhere N

accounted for in the impact statement.

Instead, the Air Forceboth fona2ly and informally, has
threatened to close Cannon Air Force base if the expansion is
not permitted. The DEIS states (p.12) that continuation of
present status could result in "Relocation of the fighter wing
if a more suitable training area could be located, followed by

LD a possible base closure." This kind of intimidation of Eastern C
N New Mexicans serves only to intensify the split between the en

farm and urban communities and it has no place in our public Cj

life. As both a state legislator and a New Mexican, I am re-
sentful of this economic blackmail.

The DEIS also gives very superficial treatment of alterna-
tives to the proposed expansion including the use of other test-
ing ranges and the relocation of the bombing range to another
area where there are fewer private owners. One such alternative,
the Lon-Mesa site, south of Fort Sumner, is dismissed because

N the FAA says it would interfere with commercial flights between ro
LD Roswell and Albuquerque. Realignment of these flights is "out N
U.' of the question." The Air Force needs to give the public a

fuller account of its negotiations with the FAA in the final
EIS, including their response to other alternative sites in
the area of Lon-Mesa. Although the DEIS considers using existing

Io bombing ranges as an alternativc, discussion of the use of other Oa
4o Air Force land (including White Sands) for construction of a CN

new bombing range does not exist in the DEIS. With three million
acres set aside for defense in New Mexico and private farm land
threatened from all directions, it is an outrage that the Air
Force does not even consider using a portion of the land that
has already been taken from farmers and ranchers for such use.
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Finally, I wish to comment on the process which the Air
Force has used in gathering public input on this serious matter.
lunderstand that many of the farmers and ranchers who face loosing
both their land and their livlihood did not even receive a cover
letter indicating how and when to comment on the Air Force action.
After being in limbo for almost five years, not knowing whether
to build, to plan or to vacate, many feel that the Air Force
does not want their input. Copies of the rather flimsy DEIS

tw were not available in Albuquerque, whose citizens are also in-
(A volved since they own a share of the royalties from the state

land affected, The proposed action, in short, is a fairly well
kept secret to those outside the area. This is a clear viola-
tion of both the spirit and the letter of NEPA. When the gov-
ernment threatens to take an individual's land, it is striking
at the very heart of democracy. Especially in that case it is
important that every opportunity be given to those affected to
be heard and have all the information available to them. Then,
once the decision has been made, it is the responsibility of the
government to act swiftly. Neither has been done in this case.

For these reasons I am asking the Air Force to further.
justify the need for such a facility and to look elsewhere
for an expanded bombing range should the need be determined to
exist. At minimum, the Air Force should rewrite the EIS, hold
further public hearings and reconsider all the alternatives.

Sincerely Yours,

N. *tateRepresentative District 18

JAP:df
xc to: news media
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n/,,A,, STATE OF NEW MEXICO

OFFICE OF CULTURAL AFFAIRS
"". HISTORIC PRESERVATION DIVISION

VILLA RIVERA, ROOM 101
228 EAST PALACE AVENUE

SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87503
TONEY ANAYA (505) 827-8320 JILL Z. COOPER

GOVERNOR CULTURAL AFFAIRS OFFICER
THOMAS W. MERLAN

DIRECTOR

June 25, 1984

Mr. Lewis R. Shotton
Command Natural Resources Manager
Environmental Planning Division
Headquarters Tactical Air Command
Department of the Air Force
Langley Air Force Base, Virginia 23665

RE: Melrose Air Force Range Expansion

Dear Mr. Shotton:

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Expansion of the
Melrose Air Force Range, Curry and Roosevelt Counties, New Mexico to
evaluate the consideration given to cultural resources affected by the proposed
undertaking. Specifically, my comments are addressed to the statements in
Sections 3.7 (pp. 23-24) and 4.8 (pp. 32-33) of the DEIS which discuss the
nature of cultural resources in the Melrose expansion area and the effect on
those resources.

It is true that at the present, no properties entered in or determined eligible
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places exist within the
current range boundaries or proposed expansion area. However, no adequate
sample or inventory cultural resource surveys of either area have ever been
completed, and no data on which to adequately predict the occurrence of
significant archaeological and historical resources presently exist. The 1981
sample survey discussed in the DEIS has been judged to be wholly inadequate to

PC provide useful information necessary to evaluate cultural resources or to make
LD predictions concerning the effect of any'undertaking on those resources. In a
c March 26, 1984 letter, the Chief Engineer, Cannon Air Force Base, agreed to

the worthlessness of this investigation.
C'4J

The statement in Section 3.7 of the DEIS that no sites were recommended or
identified as being eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places is based solely on the recommendations in the report of the 1981 sample
survey. In view of the inadequacies of this investigations, these
recommendations must be disregarded. No evaluation of the National Register
eligibility of any archaeological or historical sites on the Melrose Range -has
been made by this office or the Keeper of the National Register. Since no
adequate effort has yet been made to identify affected cultural resources, it is
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impossible to make the statement in Section 4.8 that there are no historical or
architecturally significant structures (or sites) on the existing or proposed expanded
range. I do agree that portions of the proposed expansion areas, as well as areas
within the existing range, have a high probability of containing significant cultural
resources.

In order to rectify the inadequacies of the DEIS, I would recommend the following
course of action:

1. Complete a professionally acceptable sample cultural resource survey of the
existing range and proposed expansion area. This survey should include the
survey of historic properties as well as archaeological sites. If an
alternative site is considered, a sample survey of the alternative area should
be conducted. Cultural resource data on all alternative locations should be
developed to the extent necessary to allow cosideration of the effects to
cultural resources as part of the selection criteria.

2. Initiate a memorandum of agreement between the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and this office, describing the Air Force's
responsibilities to further identify, evaluate, nominate, and protect cultural
resources affected by range expansion and subsequent range facilities
development. This agreement should be formally entered into pursuant to

MD authorization of the acquisition of the selected expansion area. If no
expansion is authorized, a memorandum of agreement for the continuing
operation of the present range should be initiated. In either case, the
agreement should use data from historic overview statements and sample
survey reports to identify known and expected classes of historical and
archaeological properties eligible for inclusion in the National Register,
establish schedules for completing inventory surveys of areas of the range
affected by development, operation and maintenance activities, describe
measures to avoid and protect significant properties, and prescribe measures
to mitigate adverse effect, should avoidance and protection prove unfeasible.

It is my opinion that if the Air Force makes a reasonable effort to locate and
identify cultural resources affected by the proposed undertaking, and takes steps to
develop a program to complete inventories and protect resource values, an
Environmental Impact Statement consistent with the requirements to consider
effects to cultural resources can be developed. As always, this office is ready to
assist you with developing scopes of work, research designs, or to provide other
information necessary for developing an adequate resource base for the range. I
am also confident that the Advisory Council will be willing to provide guidance for
developing an appropriate agreement for the range.

Sincerely,

Thomas W. Merlan
State Historic Preservation Officer
TW M:DER:jmg
cc: J. R. Beauvais

Alan Downer
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I"' } STATE OF NEW MEXICO

S ,OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

SANTA FE
87503

TONFY ANAYA June 29, 1984
GOVERNOR

Environmental Planning
Hq. TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Attention: Mr. Lewis Sholten

Gentlemen:

This letter is the comment of the State of New Mexico on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) providing for
expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range (MAFR), Curry and
Roosevelt counties, New Mexico. It is my understanding that
Public Land Commissioner Baca intends to submit added comments
under separate cover which will specifically address in detail
the public land issues raised by the DEIS. The following are
matters of specific concerns which the state feels must
adequately be answered prior to the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS).

A. Removal DI Agricultural Land

The commitment of productive agricultural land to other uses is
a major problem within the state. According to the Critical
Area Study (CAS) maps and information provided by the New
Mexico Department of Agriculture, under the proposed MAFR
acquisition there will bc a significant overlapping of the
military installation and suitable soils for irrigated
agriculture. Since New Mexico remains a rural state,
agricultural and range enterprises comprise a major segment of
the economy of the state. We are very concerned that the DOD

PO has established a pattern of proposals which require the taking
.j of state and private lands to augment existing federal cJ

enclaves.

Another substantial factor in the state's economy is its
reliance on non-renewable energy resources. Consequently, it
is not in the state's interest to have the lands from which I

P~n [those resources come withdrawn from production until all the O
OD[ recoverable oil and gas reserves have been developed to the

maximum extent of their economic usefulness.
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Environmental Planning
Attention: Mr. Lewis Sholten
June 29, 1984
Page 2

B. c School Trust Lan[g

We believe the Air Force failed to recognize that the state [
LD lands considered for acquisition are comprised of sections O

~ which are held in trust in perpetuity for school benefits.
There are probable locations of oil and gas reserves in that
area which means that it would be imprudent, from a fiduciary
standpoint, to allow those lands to be taken in fee to be
forever lost to the schools financial bases.

C. Rlocaiong l of Affected Fmle

The financial impact to eight families comprised of forty-four
individuals who would be displaced would be devastating because
these farm and ranch operations heavily depend on augmenting
their fee lands with leases from the state and federal
government. If these families were to be compensated solely
for the lands owned outright and not given a fair market value
on the lease lands, or if they were not given a preferential

o right on their lt seholds, it would be impossible for them to 0
o compete in the marketplace. These individuals would be both

displaced and deprived of their means of livelihood.

D. Alternatives in I]= DL-IS

We resist the continuing policy of the federal government to
acquire state and private land for federal purposes over which
the state has little or no control. Because 35% of the land
area of our state is under ownership of the United States, we

(,, must question the acquisition of state and private land which -

o has such environmental and sociological impacts. This will 0
remain the state's position until an exhaustive evaluation of

existing land areas owned by the federal government is
conducted prior to the acquisition of state and private land
proposed in the DEIS.

The decision to reject the Lon-Mesa area as an alternative site
should be reconsidered due to a perceived n nf l-Pict ,. n4 with

existing c9mmercial air routes serving the Albuquerque to CJ
0 Roswell flightway. Weighed in balance, the relocation of Beak 0
N A and Pecos MOA and realignment of V68-V83 would substantially

reduce federal action, and costs from the acquisition or
condemnation of state and private land.
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Environmental Planning
Attention: Mr. Lewis Sholten
June 29, 1984
Page 3

E. Suarface and asrface iRightj

Although not treated as a significant adverse action in the
(,j DEIS, the withdrawal of ownership and leases of the mineral J
O rights in the proposed acquisition would have a negative impactI O

on state and federal leaseholders. I

The Air Force has previously gone on record stating that it
does not intend to place any oil and gas drilling restrictions
on the lands which constitute the buffer area around the actual

O bombing range. Yet, the DEIS states that one of the 0Z alternative sites which is primarily under federal ownership
(Loco Hills) was deemed unfeasible due to the presence of oil
and gas extraction and production equipment within the vicinity
of the site.

F. Archeological 2t Dengitiga

At the present time, no known archeological sites are located
within the existing range boundaries or in the proposed

*acquisition area and none have been submitted for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places. However, the State
Historic Preservation Division of the Office of Cultural
Affairs has determined that the site survey conducted in 1981
is wholly inadequate in assertaining the number and importance

O QOf anticipated archeological resources in the proposed
O expansion.

The state opposes any action which would destroy archeological ©
sites deemed of significant importance to the historical record
of that area or make them inaccessible to the public. A
cultural resource survey of the present range site and proposed
expansion area, the allowance of adequately protecting such
sites, and sample archeological excavation conducted to
preserve the record or mitigate adverse effect would be
appreciated.

G. Posibl Closureo2f CannDon AiEOr orc BA-s

The statements included in the DEIS from which it can be
inferred that if the MAFR is not expanded, employment and
ancillary benefits from Cannon Air Force Base would be moved 0(3) elsewhere are inappropriate. Such commentary, unless founded
in fact, and elaborated upon, unduly influences public comment
in favor of expansion.
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Environmental Planning
Attention: Mr. Lewis Sholten
June 29, 1984
Page 4

The State of New Mexico supports the need for a well trained
military force to defend and protect the people and interests
of the United States, as is demonstrated by the large number of
military and defense installations located in the state. The
State of New Mexico is convinced that many of the conclusions
and rationalization contained in the current DEIS are either
ill-founded or unsubstantiated and that many major issues
require further public comment prior to submission of the FEIS
to Congress.

Until the issues are addressed, the State must reserve final
comment. We would appreciate your cooperation with us in
finding a mutually satisfactory plan and anticipate hearing
from you as you consider the issues raised herein.

Sincerely,

MIKE RUNNELS
Acting Governor

MR/jv

O
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW CERTIFICATION FORM SCR-2

T O: Mr. Shotton DATE: July 3, 1984

TITLE: DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

APPLICANT: Department of the Air Force - Environmental Planning

STATE APPLICATION IDENTIFIER (SAI) NUMBER: NM 84 03 1.4-049

FEDERAL CATALOG NO.: 12.000

FEDERAL AGENCY: Department of Defense

PROPOSED FUNDING
(PER 424 FORM) AMOUNT TYPE OF ACrION

FEDERAL $ ( ) Preliminary Review
APPLICANT $ ( ) Final Review
STATE $ ( ) State Plan/Area Plan
LOCAL $ (X) Draft Environmental Impact Statement

OTHER $

TOTAL $

REVIEW RESULTS

V/ Proposed action is supported.

SProposed action is not in conflict with State, Areawide or Local Plans.

Comments are attached for submission with this proposed action.

Clearinghou Rvie(ordia
dintor

TO THE APPLICANT

You may now submit your application package, this form, and all review comments to the Federal or State
Agency(ies) from whom action is requested.

Please notify the State Clearinghouse (single point to contact) of any cha-ges in this project. Refer to the SAI
Number on all correspondence pertaining to this project-"-'2 4

Distribution: Title
White: Federal Agency
Green: Applicant Date
Canary: Clearinghouse A-438



STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (SCS) PROCESS ICR- I

(Upon completion return this form to the State Clearinghouse)

= Application

Draft Environment Impact Statement

--"' State Plan

TO: David Martinez

FROM: State Clearinghouse Bureau

The attached proposed action is submitted to you for review and comment. Please return this completed form by 4/22/84

A. Title -DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

2. Applicant - epartment of the Air Force/Environmental Planning

C. State Application Identifier (SAI) No. NM 84 03 14-049

!. To the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conflict with any applicable statute, policy, order, or regulation9

Yes If "Yes" please cite conflict on the reverse side.

Lk 0No

2. Describe any concerns, suggestions or means of improving or strengthening the proposed action. Please note comments on reverse

side.

3. Does the proposed action duplicate any activities which are geared towards the same target group?

=-' Yes If "Yes" please identify on the reverse side.

4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed action relates to _

Is the proposed plan compatible with the plan?

--- Yes
'-] No If "No" please cite conflicts on the reverse side.

5. Identify the block grant, if any, which the proposed action relates to.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Proposed action is supported _ .

Proposed action is supported with r;i........ n ...... ,' ' ' S.
Proposed action is not supported. Note comments on reverse side

Re iewer/ aAgency

cc. Applicant. This acknowledges receipt of your proposed action and it is now under clearinghouse review.
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (SCS) PROCESS SCR- I

* (Upon completion return this form to the State Clearinghouse)

='" Application

U Draft Environment Impact Statement

=- State Plan

TO: Bill Isaacs, Natural Resources Dept.

FROM: David F. Martinez, Economic Analysis Division, DFA

The attached proposeJ action is subnitted to you for review and comment. Please return this completed form by 4116.84

A. Title DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

2. Applicant- Dept. of the Air Force/Environmental Planning

C. State Application Identifier (SAI) No. NM 84 03 14-049

1. lb the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conflict with any applicable statute, policy, order, or regulation?

, If "Yes" please cite conflict on the reverse side.

2. Describe any concerns, suggestions or means of improving or strengthening the proposed action. Please note comments on reverse
side.

3. Does the proposed action duplicate any activities which are geared toward the same target group?

Ne If "Yes" please identify on the reverse side.

4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed action relates to _ _" _/_/_"

the propos d plan compatible with the plan?

= No 'f "No" please cite conflicts on the reverse side.

5. Identify theyb ock grant, if any, which the proposed action relates to.

RECOMMENPED ACTION

U"Proposed action is supported

Proposed action is supported with recommendations on reverse side

Proposed action is not supported. Note comments on reverse side

Reviewer/Date Agency

cc:= Applicant. This acknowledges receipt of your proposed action and it is now under clearinghouse review.



STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (SCS) PROCESS SCR- I

(Upon completion return this form to the State Clearinghouse)

Application

Draft Environment Impact Statement

State Plan

TO: Bob White, Aviation Div., Transportation Dept.

FROM: David F. Martinez, Economic Analysis Division, DFA

The attached proposed action is submitted to you for review and comment. Please return this completed form by 4/16/84

A. Title DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

2. Applicant Dept. of the Air Force/Environmental Planning

C. State Application Identifier (SAI) No. NM 84 03 14-049

1. To the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conflict with any applicable statute, policy, order, or regulation9

=- Yes If "Yes" please cite conflict on the reverse side.

XX No

2. Describe any concerns, suggestions or means of impro- ing or strengthening the proposed action. Please note comments on reverse

side.

3. Does the proposed action duplicate any activities which are geared towards the same target group?

Yes If "Yes" please identify on the reverse side.

- XX No

4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed action relates to

Is the proposed plan compatible with the plan?

~Yes
No If "No" please cite conflicts on the reverse side.

5. Identify the block grant, if any, which the proposed action relates to.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Proposed action is supported

XX Proposed action is supported with recommendations on reverse side
Proposed)Oi snnot supported. Note comments on reverse side

Bob hite 3/29/84 Transportation Dept.,,Aviation Div.

Reviewer/Date Agency

cc: = Applicant: This acknowledges receipt of your proposed action and it is now under clearinghouse review.
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RE: DEIS Expansion of.Melrose Range

Accordin" to the DEIS there-will be no requirement for increasinq the amount

of airsoace dedicated to the use of an exnanded bombinq and qunnery range.

Since the proposal does not anticipate expanding either the restricted areas

or the military operations area, this agency has no formal interest in the

oroposal.

Bob White, Director
Aviation Division
New Mexico Transportation Dept.
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (SCS) PROCESS SCR- I

(Upon completion return this form to the State Clearinghouse) 0
Application

= Draft Environment Impact Statement
= State Plan

TO: Charles Greene, NMSU

FROM: David F. Martinez, Economic Analysis Division, DFA

The attached proposed action is submitted to you for re iew and ,comnent. Please return this completed form by 4/16/84

A. Title DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

2. Applicant Dept. of the Air Force/Environmental Planning

C. State Application Identifier (SAI) No. NM 84 03 14-049

1. To the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conflict with an) applicable statute, policy, order, or regulation?

=--- Yes If "Yes" please cite conflict on the reverse side.

No 307

2. Describe an) concerns. suggestions or means pf improving or strengthening the proposed action. Please note comments on reverse
side. fn our 1-ch to t "he. ,J Aoie RZS pc es ,kZ be, redohe ~ctd'. 4q fq

e.o Il c(: t, r pq ct y ld s ,.¢ ,a , ea ,, sese Jc $h,5  "4e. l -.-- S

3. Does the proposed action duplicate any activities which are geared towards the same target group?

= Yes If "Yes" please identify on the reverse side.

W No

4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed action relates to

Is the proposed plan compatible with the plan?

Yes 411A
No if "No" please cite conflicts on the reverse side.

5. Identify the block grant, if any, which the proposed action relates to.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Proposed action is supported

Proposed action is supported with recommendations on reverse side

X Proposed action is not supported. Note comments on reverse side S'ec V -0. 2.

Reviewerf Date A gcy

cc. Applicant. This acknowledges receipt of your proposed action and it is now under clearinghouse review.
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STATE CLEARINGHOUSE REVIEW (SCS) PROCESS SCR- I

O (Upon completion rtturn this form to the State Clearinghouse)

Application

Draft Environment Impact Statement

State Plan " j
. AR. MA ,t3

TO: Tom Merlan, Historic Preservation,,

FROM: David F. Martinez, Economic Analysi 1 D v i Anr,

The attached proposed action is submitted to you for review and comment. Please return this completed form by 4/16/84

A. Title DEIS Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range Curry & Roosevelt Counties

2. Applicant Dept. of the Air Force/ Environmental Planning

C. State Application Identifier (SAI) No. NM 84 03 14-049

.308 308
1. To the best of your knowledge, does the proposed action conflict with any applicable statute, policy, order, or regulation?

DE Yes If "Yes" please cite conflict on the reverse side. e4 ' M e ,

No eW4A,4P', #4V-A9, -w,'A.- ,d"-

2. Describe any concerns, saggestions or means of improving or strengthening the proposed action. Please note comments on reverse
side. ,/u l " , li ' "

@ 3. Does the proposed action duplicate any activities which are geared towards the same target group?

Yes If "Yes" please identify on the reverse side.

L No

4. Identify the masterplan or the comprehensive plan that this proposed action relates to
Is the proposed plan compatible with the plan?

W- Yes

"-- No If "No" please cite conflicts on the reverse side.

5. Identify the block grant, if any, which the proposed action relates to.

RECOMMENDED ACTION

Proposed action is supported

Proposed action is supported with recommendations on reverse side

Proposed action is not supported. Note comments on reverse side

-J

.weviewere ate Agency

Applic nt. T S cknowledges receipt of your proposed action 'd it is now under clearinghouse review.



NEW MEXICO DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 000ICo

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR/SECRETARY IPA
Box 3189/Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003 *,i 0
Telephone (505) 646-3007

April 24, 1984 03.18, SHOTTON

Environmental Planning
HQ TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Attention: Mr. Shotton

Gentlemen:

This letter is to serve as comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range (MAFR), Curry and Roosevelt
counties, New Mexico. As Director of the New Mexico Department of Agriculture
and Secretary of Agriculture in the Governor's Cabinet, I as well as members of
my staff and the agricultural community in New Mexico, have two concerns about
this proposal that are over and above the validity of the proposal and the
adequacy of the DEIS.

First, the commitment of productive agricultural land to other uses is a major
concern to us and many others throughout the country. A second major concern
is the continued acquisition of private land by the federal government. This
federal expansion is particularly acute in New Mexico because 34 percent of the
land base is already controlled by the federal government. This problem is
further compounded when land is acquired by branches of the Department of
Defense which do not make restitution to local governments through payments in
lieu of taxes, as do other federal land agencies. In New Mexico we already
have a large commitment of land resources for defense purposes. In addition to
several Air Force bases, the White Sands Missile Range (WSMR), Fort Bliss
Military Reservation, and Fort Wingate Ordinance Depot are located in this
state. The as yet 40-year unresolved compensation of displaced landowners and
leaseholders in the case of WSMR has resulted in dissatisfaction and mistrust
by New Mexico citizens in further federal acquisition of private and state land
by the Department of Defense.

We have reviewed the DEIS and the balance of this correspondence contains our
general, specific, and technical comments. Our review of this DEIS has led us
to conclude this document appears to be more a biased justification of the
proposed action (expansion of MAFR) than an unbiased analysis of alternatives
wA L.&= =LVIIUIeLta consequenees of the proposal. For this reason generally,
and those that follow specifically, we believe this DEIS to be inadequate.

0



* Environmental Planning
April 24, 1984
Page 2

This inadequacy is the result of superficial analyses and lack of data which
prevents a concise, knowledgeable analysis of the proposal and its
environmental impacts. In many instances, the DEIS proposes to delay
collection and dissemination of important data (pages 16, 30, 32, 34 and 36)
from public review until the proposal has been approved and funded by Congress.
This procedure limits the ability of reviewers to address the adequacy of the
document and the validity and merits, or lack thereof, of the proposal.

Section 2.0.3.2 (page 5) contains what is purported to be an analysis of other
areas considered that are predominantly federally or state owned. However, the
DEIS contains only superficial analyses of why the Air Force believes these
areas to be "infeasible." The prominent reasons presented for rejecting these
areas include: presence of oil and gas extraction; production and
transportation facilities; interference with existing commercial flight paths;
and required cooperation with other defense related activities. Although the
Loco Hills and Lon/Mesa sites do have energy minerals extractive and transport
facilities in place, of the area proposed for expaneion of MAFR, 65 percent is
presently leased for the same purposes. If these leases were developed prior
to congressional approval of the proposed action, the same difficulties to Air
Force operations would exist. Acquisition of private property, including
mineral leases and subsurface mineral rights, prior to lease development may

C prevent the present landowners and leaseholders from realizing the profit
0( potential of developing these resources. Would the Air Force compensate the O

LO landowners and leaseholders for this potential financial loss? The Gran
Quivira site was rejected because the Air Force found it infeasible to
coordinate its training activities with other federal agencies, the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) and WSMR. We believe it is unfortunate the Air
Force would prefer to condemn private property and remove agricultural land
from productivity rather than coordinate its activities with other federal
entities (U.S. Department of the Interior, FAA, WSMR, Fort Bliss M. R., etc.).

ghile we basically concur that the stated impacts in Section 2.1 will occur, we
do not agree with either the magnitude or scope of the environmental impacts as
presented in the DEIS. We also believe that several impacts will occur that
are not addressed in this document (discussed later in this correspondence).
In part d (page 10 and reiterated on pages 4, 29, 32 and 34) it is stated:
I"... aircraft activity over the (expanded) range would not increase." We
believe this to be a questionable assumptibn because, in our opinion,
increasing MAFR size and number of targets could result in increased use of the
range by military aircraft. As evidence of this, note the following quotation
from a March 2, 1980 letter from Lt. Colonel Curtis 0. Ziegler to the New
Mexico State Planning Office documenting present MAFR use by other aircraft.
"Examples of other users are: A-7 aircraft from bases in New Mexico, Louisiana
and Colorado; F-4 aircraft from bases in Arkansas and Texas; F-Ill aircraft
from Idaho; and F-105 aircraft from Oklahoma." We believe it reasonable to

S



Environmental Planning
April 24, 1984
Page 3

assume that increasing the size of MAFR to make it more compatible with
training requirements of the 27th Tactical Fighter Wing, Cannon AFB, could also
make it more attractive for training exercises by the aforementioned present
other users of MAFR and possibly for training by other military entities.
Further evidence of the validity of our assumption is contained in the DEIS on
page 8, where it indicates five percent of Cannon AFB training exercises are
presently accomplished at other ranges, which are currently utilized from 75 to
100 percent of capacity. Additionally., the DEIS states (page 30): ". . . an
average of 12 days each calendar month are non-use days (on MAFR)." Therefore,
the very real possibility of increased aircraft activity is probable, contrary
to statements made in the DEIS (pages 10, 29, 32, 33 and 34).

We believe the occurrence of "occasional small grass fires" could negatively
impact more than "some grassland birds" (part g. page 11). The habitats of
various other species that utilize this area could also be impacted.

t Furthermore, although the impacts on wildlife species due to low-level flyovers
is discussed (Section 4.6, page 21 and Appendix E), no analysis of the impacts 0

to wildlife of exploding ordnance and practice gunning (20 and 30 mm) is 1O
presented. We believe an analysis of these impacts should have been included
in the DEIS.

One of the measures to mitigate the loss of private water wells discussed in
Section 2.2.1.7 is construction of new water wells. Who would be responsible -
for the cost of new well construction?

Although the DEIS acknowledges that livestock grazing is the predominant use of
the affected rangelands, no information is presented on the specific number of
livestock currently using the 15,249 acre buffer zone or on the 49,800 acres ofI rangeland proposed for acquisition. We estimate (from data presented on page N
23, 15-20 AU per section) up to 363 animal units (AU) will be irretrievably
lost by incorporating the present buffer zone into the target zone. This is
only an estimate, the actual data should be available to the Air Force since
they "outlease" the grazing and this information should have been included in
the DEIS. What lease rates are currently being charged and what services are
provided by the Air Force? What future lease rates will be charged and what

_A services will be provided on the 49,800 acres proposed for acquisition? Will KO
(A future lease rates allow continued grazing on this area to be economically

and/or practically feasible or would an additional 1183 AU (estimate) be lost
due to MAFR expansion?

i What measures would be taken to prevent soil erosion and noxious plant
infestations of the croplands proposed for acquisition? If these lands are not -
revegetated with forage species, their value for grazing would be minimal.

0
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Page 4

Section 4.11 is purported to be an analysis of the socio-economic impacts of
the proposed action, however, we find this section to be incomplete. We
believe it is imperative the following questions be answered before this
document can be considered adequate:

1. Many federal agencies (Department of the Interior and U.S. Department of
Agriculture, for example) are required to produce benefic/cost (B/C)
analyses of any proposed action before federal funds can be spent. In
order to produce a B/C anaylsis, quantification of all project benefits and
costs, even if only estimates, mst be provided. It is in this area that

LA " the DEIS is most deficient. What is estimated to be the value of the U
benefits (increased training efficacy) in dollars and cents of the -

proposal?I ro

2. The DEIS quantifies the loss af annual tax receipts to Curry and Roosevelt
(A counties, the Floyd school district, highway maintenane and hospitals.

What effect(s) wili these losses have upon the affectad entities? Although -o

we believe these losses to be significant, when viewed relative to the
magnitude of other costs, they constitute only a small portion of the costs
of the proposal and yet they are the only ones quantified in the DEIS.

3. The most significant question we have relative to the cost of the proposal
V is how many tax dollars will have to be appropriated by Congress to fund of

the purchase of 54,497 acres of land, mineral leases covering 65 percent of -

the area and 46 water wells?

4. What will be the effects upon the local and state economies of the loss of:
jobs for 8-10 ranch employees, crop production from 4,480 acres of

OD productive farmland, grazing on 15,249 acres and water resources from 26
irrigation wells and 22 livestock wells? How many farm employees will lose ro
jobs?

5. The DEIS reports the value of all crops grown on all farmland in the two
county area for 1979. Although these figures make it possible to estimate
the average value of crops produced per acre, it really avoids the issue of
the direct and indirect economic impacts of the removal of 4,480 acres of
cropland from production. Using the figures presented on page 23, we have
calculated that the value of crops produced on the 4,480 acres affected by
this proposal, which would be lost, are of the magnitude of $501,760 per
annum based upon 1979 receipts in the two county area. This would be the
value in foregone direct receipts to farmers. These receipts would be
multiplied in the two county area as the farmers use them to pay taxes and
for goods and services. What impact would the loss of these annual
receipts to farmers have on the economies of Curry and Roosevelt counties?
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1 6. What social and economic impacts will occur in the area if displaced O
N families or those with operations on the periphery of the expansion area ¢q

0 are unable to maintain viable incomes?

These are important questions that need to be answered and which we believe
should have been addressed in the DEIS.

In addition to the above comments regarding the adequacy of the environmental
analysis presented in the DEIS, we found the following technical errors,
oversights and concerns in the document.

1. On page 21 the DETS reports there are 46 water wells within the proposed
expansion area. "nienty-four of these wells are irrigation wells. The
remaining wells (2A are livestock wells." Yet, on page 34 the DEIS says
all 46 wells are i-.:igation wells. Additionally, Figure 5 (page 20) is
captioned "WELL LOCATIONS-IRRG." The figure shows the locations of 36
wells and if we believe the figures' title, all 36 are irrigation wells.
Which of the reported numbers of irrigation wells is correct 46, 36 or 24? C 5
We suggest these inconsistencies be corrected.

2. We believe -)ur review of the DEIS would have been more complete if figures

4, 6 and 7 were of hig..," quality.

1 3. The format used in the document is awkward and makes review of the document
cumbersome. The most prominent example is the placing of the "Impacts of CJ
the Proposed Action and Alternatives" (Section 2.1) before the description ro
of the "Affected Environment" (Section 3.0).

O I4. Although comments from private individuals were received, none were Ir

published in Appendix D. Only the comments of local, state and
federal agencies were included here. Colonel John G. Schroeder

acknowledged receipt of "constituent letters" in a reply to former
Senator Harrison J. Schmitt dated December 19, 1980. Where are these
letters and why were they not inciuded in Appendix D?

5. In our opinion the statement, "There is no requirement for a license for
LA livestock wells with annual capacities of less than 10 acre feet", which
Ne appears on page 21, is incorrect. A correct statement would read, "There (N
P is no requirement for a liceuse for livestock wells with annual capacities ro

of less than 3 acre feet."

6. We have been informed by several residents and former residents of the
N expansion area that sandhill cranes and geese frequent the area during U'

their biannual migrations. No mention of these wildlife species is made in ¢o
Section 3.5.2.
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7. We believe that a statement of public comment procedures and deadlines
should have been included in the text of the DEIS.

8. The DEIS is rife with typographical errors, a majority of which are minor.
However, their presence indicates, to us, the haste and lack of
thoroughness with which the document was apparently prepared.

In the final analysis, I reiterate that we find this DEIS to be inadequate for
many reasons: lack of sufficient data, inadequate analyses of impacts, and
technical errors. We therefore request that, prior to submission of this
proposal to Congress, necessary data be acquired, impact analyses and
analyses of alternatives be reanalyzed, and the DEIS be rewritten and released
again for public comment.

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

Sincerely,

* Zlm 44SensU 4

Direc tor/ Secretary

WPS/ts

cc: The Honorable Pete Domenici
The Honorable Jeff Bingaman
The Honorable Manuel Lujan
The Honorable Joe Skeen
The Honorable Bill Richardson

0



BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS:

ELTON BROWN MAUDENE HARAGAN
District 1 County Clerk

WAYNE HAHN JOYCE LEE FRAZE
District 2 Chief Deputy Clerk

ROBERT GRIDER
District 3
Chairman Roosevelt County

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY CLERK

PORTALES, NEW MEXICO 88 30

June 29, 1984

Mr. Shotton
Hq. Tac/Deev
Langly AFB, Va. 23665

Dear Sirs:

Please find the following as Roosevelt County's written comments and
concerns relating to the proposed expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.
These comments are the direct result of careful and diligent study of
E.I.S. These comments were presented and elaborated on at the E.I.S. public
hearing June 6, 1984 in Floyd, New Mexico.

A. There will be no real increase in general economic activity
in the surrounding communties. Because there is no projected
change in the mission at Cannon AFB, no increase in personnel
or training flights.

B. We need the assurance that this tripleingof the size of the
(Al range, by taking 54,000 public and private acres, will indeed
N bring the range into compliance with AFR 50-46, and that the t ,,

(7) county tax base will not be required to. make further sacrifipes

in the near future.

C. Of the concerns that the County has, the following are the most
predominate:

(A 1. 42 miles of roads will be removed from the distribution
N) formula for road maintaineous payments. Total cost of

fixed and overhead costs will not decrease accordingly. K)

2. Although your figures for ad valorem taxes seem to be
correct, you fail to address the losses incurred from

WJ tax on livestock, corporate assests (power, telephone, O
N gas lines). These will more than double the impacts N
CO noted. Also the gross receipts lost from the loss of

production on the private land is $90,000/year or $900,000
for ten years, and using thi figure used by Cannon AFB

for other impact determinations.
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3. Potential losses in mineral production tax base, using
the White Sands foimula for undiscovered minerals and
the same figures used by the State Commissioner of Public
Lands for state land involved. The oil wealth is in
excess of $60,000,000. and the gas wealth is in excess of
$40,000,000.

4. We are concerned about the treatment of the private citizens
affected. We request that they be compensated at per acre
values determined by recent local voluntary sales of sim-
ilar property. This will average $160. to $200. per acre.
In addition to this they should be compensated for mineral
holdings at not less than that paid the State. Also, if

N) property owner operation is substantially reduced due to K-)
0O this acquisition and they desire to sell their entire

constituent properties that you would purchase their entire
holdings, to allow for an orderly and effective relocation
of the operations. This will help mitigate personal losses
and local government losses as well.

5. Generally we are very concerned by the poor quality of
the impact statement as it relates to the real economic
impact analysis on the surrounding communities and units

* of local government.

Please include these comments in the final Impact Statement and place
the County of Roosevelt, New Mexico on your mailing list to receive the
initial mailing.

Sincerely,

Robert Grider, Chairman

Roosevelt County Commission
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5 EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY Portales 88130

Agency for Conservation Archaeology

June 30, 1984

Headquarters
TAC/DEEV
Langley Air Force Base
Langley, Virginia 23665

Dear Sirs:

I would like to offer several comments concerning the
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the proposed
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range, Cannon Air Force
Base. As a professional archaeologist I am alar'ied about
the poor treatment of the cultural resources, as evidenced
in the EIS. The cultural resources section of the EIS
is substantially inadequate and in need of total revision.
Errors abound in the EIS discussion. No indication can be
found concerning survey methodology, sampling techniques,

C or other professionally required information. 0

0 In sum, the cultural resources management section lacks
sufficient depth or detail to be considered a professional
job. It does not indicate an understanding of the regionally
important cultural resources affected by the proposed.
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range. This section of
the EIS is not sufficient to evaluate direct and indirect
impacts on cultural resources. It needs to be totally
revised in a professional manner.

Sincerely yours,

John L. Montgomery, Ph.D.
Director

~' A-53
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7th & Abilene Street Portales, New Mexico 38130

June 28, 1984

Mr. Lewis R. Shotten
TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Dear Mr. Shotten:

The attached copy of our letter to the Secretary of the Air Force giving
our views on the proposed expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range is
forwarded to you as our comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement.

Sin ly,

Gary L. ender
Chairman

0
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7th & Abilene Street Portales, New Mexico 88130

June 28, 1984

The Honorable Verne Orr
Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Portales Board of Economic Development supports the Air Force proposal
to expand the Melrose Range and opposes the alternative of closing the
Range and establishing a new range in the Lon-Mesa area as described in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The Board recognizes the hazards to the residents and workers on the lands
adjacent to the Range and to the aircrew operating over the Range which
are inherent in its present size. A larger range is clearly necessary.

It is equally clear that expanding the existing range with its close
proximity to Cannon AFB is a less costly cption than obtaining the land
and constructing new range facilities at a site over 80 miles from the
main operating base.

The Board fully appreciates the contribution that Cannon AFB and its
personnel make to the economic well-being of Portales. Further, the Board
understands that significant economic growth in this community would occur
if the operations and the personnel complement at Cannon were increased.
The Air Force has now, and will have in the future, a substantial economic
impact on this community.

While the Board endorses the proposal to expand the Range, it recognizes
that there is an adverse impact on the farmers and ranchers whose lands
are involved. Further, the diminution of the taxable land and potential
loss of students adversely affects the Floyd School District. All
individuals affected and the School District must receive full and fair
compensation. Their economic viab! 4t"r 4s of S~egnalimotneous

We respectfully request that our views be considered in the final decision
on the Melrose Range.

Gary L. Bender
Chairman



HOME OF EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY

ROOSEVELT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

PHONE 356-8541
P.O. BOX 488

June 29, 1984

Mr. Lewis R. Shotten
TAC/DEEV
Langley AFB, Virginia 23665

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range

Dear Mr. Shotten:

Please find attached a copy of the Chamber's letter to the Secretary of the
Air Force on the above subject. The letter should be considered the
Chamber's comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

Gilbert K. St. Clair
Executive Director
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HOME OF EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY

ROOSEVELT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

PHONE 356-8541
P.O. BOX 488

June 28, 1984

The Honorable Verne Orr
Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Board of Directors of the Roosevelt County Chamber of Commerce endorse
the Air Force proposal to expand the Melrose Air Force Range. The Board
explicitly opposes the alternatives considered in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement to close the existing range and establish a new range at
some other site.

We understand that expansion of the range is necessary for the safety of
those who live and work near it and for the military personnel who fly
aircraft over it. Further, it is apparent to us that it will cost less
money to expand the existing range than to establish a new range with its
necessary facilities at a location many more miles from Cannon AFB.

We strongly support the preservation and growth of Cannon AFB as a tactical
fighter base. The Air Force has had and will have in the future, a very
significant impact on the economic well-being and the cultural diversity
of this area. We appreciate its positive presence and want that to continue.

However, the property rights of the individuals who would be affected by the
range expansion must be respected and all must receive full and fair
compensation for the losses they will incur. The viability of the Floyd
School District must be preserved and the assistance of the Federal
Government in assuring this result is requested.

We offer you our assistance in your efforts to reach an early and favorable
conclusion to this matter.

Respectfully yours,

NEW MEXICO

Don Bigham
PORTALES President
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United States Department of the Interior
1 BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

Roswell District Office
P. O. Box 1397

IN REPLY Roswell, New Mexico 88201
REFERTO: June 20, 1984
2300

Capt. Martin Compton
Chief, Public Affairs Division
27thTFW/PA
Cannon Air Force Base, NM 88103

Dear Sir:

Personnel from the Roswell District Office of the Bureau of Land Management
were in attendance at your June 6, 1984 meeting concerning the proposed
expansion of the Melrose Bombing Range.

One of the deficiencies noted by many of the speakers was the failure of
the DEIS to adequately analyze an alternate area known as the Lon-Mesa site.
The Lon-Mesa alternative is an area composed primarily of BLM and state
lands, located approximately 45 miles northwest of Roswell (see enclosure).

The Roswell District has a considerable amount of information available con-
cerning the Lon-Mesa site. The BLM would like to insure early involvement in
any further consideration of the Lon-Mesa site as an expansion area.

If we may be of any assistance, your contact would be Pat Kelley, Planning
Coordinator, BLM, P.O. Box 1397, Roswell, NM 88201, (505) 622-7670 or
FTS 476-9251.

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure District Manager
1) Map
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

WASHINGTON. D.C. *3

REPLY TO
AWN OF: LEEV 12 JUL 1984

SUBJECT, Public Comments on Melrose Range EIS

TO: HQ TAC/DEEW

Attached letters from the Board of Economic Development of

Portales, New Mexico (Mr. St. Clair, Mr. Bender) and from the

Roosevelt County Chamber of Commerce (Mr. Bigham) Are forwarded for

conclusion in comments on the draft EIS.

FOR THE CHIEF OF STAFF

AROBERT L. KLNENSr H, Col, USAF 3 Atch
Chief, Environmen Division 1. 29 June 84 Ltr from
Directorate of Engr & Svcs Mr. St. Clair

2. 28 June 84 Ltr from
Mr. Bender

3. 28 June 84 Ltr from
Roosevelt County Chamber

of Commerce.

cc: SAF/MIQ w/o Atch
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7th & Abilene Street Portales, New Mexico 88130

June 29, 1984

The Honorable James Boatwright
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Air Force

for Installations, Environment and Safety
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Dear Mr. Boatwright:

The Portales Board of Economic Development and the Roosevelt County Chamber
of Commerce Board of Directors have both taken a public position supporting
the proposal to expand the Melrose Air Force Range. Please find enclosed
copies of their letters to Secretary Orr.

We look forward to working with you and your staff in bringing the expansion
to fruition in a fair and equitable manner.

Sincerely,

Gilbert K. St. Clair
Executive Director
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7th & Abilene Street Portales, New Mexico 88130

June 28, 1984

The Honorable Verne Orr
Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Portales Board of Economic Development supports the Air Force proposal
to expand the Melrose Range and opposes the alternative of closing the
Range and establishing a new range in the Lon-Mesa area as described in the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

The Board rpcognizes the hazards to the residents and workers on the lands
adjacent to the Range and to the aircrew operating over the Range which
are inherent in its present size. A larger range is clearly necessary.

It is equally clear that expanding the existing range with its close
proximity to Cannon AFB is a less costly option than obtaining the land
and constructing new range facilities at a site over 80 miles from the
main operating base.

The Board fully appreciates the contribution that Cannon AFB and its
personnel make to the economic well-being of Portales. Further, the Board
understands that significant economic growth in this community would occur
if the operations and the personnel complement at Cannon were increased.
The Air Force has now, anc will have in the future, a substantial economic
impact on this community.

While the Board endorses the proposal to expand the Range, it recognizes
that there is an adverse impact on the farmers and ranchers whose lands
are involved. Further, the diminution of the taxable land and potential
loss of students adversely affects the Floyd School District. All
individuals affected and the School District must receive full and fair
compensation. Their economic viability is of signal importance to us.

We respectfully request that our views be considered in the final decision
on the Melrose Range.

Gary L. Bender
Chairman



HOME OF EASTERN NEW MEXICO UNIVERSITY

ROOSEVELT COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

PHONE 356.8541
P.O. BOX 400

June 28, 1984

The Honorable Verne Orr
Secretary of the Air Force
The Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330

Subject: Expansion of the Melrose Air Force Range

Dear Mr. Secretary:

The Board of Directors of the Roosevelt County Chamber of Commerce endorse
the Air Force proposal to expand the Melrose Air Force Range. The Board
explicitly opposes the alternatives considered in the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement to close the existing range and establish a new range at
some other site.

We understand that expansion of the range is necessary for the safety of
those who live and work near it and for the military personnel who fly
aircraft over it. Further, it is apparent to us that it will cost less
money to expand the existing range than to establish a new range with its
necessary facilities at a location many more miles from Cannon AFB.

We strongly support the preservation and growth of Cannon AFB as a tactical
fighter base. The Air Force has had and will have in the future, a very
significant impact on the economic well-being and the cultural diversity
of this area. We appreciate its positive presence and want that to continue.

However, the property rights of the individuals who would be affected by the
range expansion must be respected and all must receive full and fair
compensation for the losses they will izcur. The viability of the Floyd
School District must be preserved and the assistance of the Federal
Government in assuring this result is requested.

We offer you our assistance in your efforts to reach an early and favorable
conclusion to this matter.

Respectfully yours,

NEW MEXICO

Don Bigham
= PORTALES /UPresident
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Also, those who encourage this expansion should con-

sider. What happens when the government- this

institution- decides to take again? City property

or government sponsored retirement programs might 'be

in demand next time. If we let a government of the

people do this, we are one step closer to substituting

the word "state" for "people" in our definition of

government. Isn't this the spirit of the governmants

in easternEurope?

*/A
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RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

1: Our public participation program involved publishing a Notice of Intent in
the Federal Register along with news releases to the local media and
circulation of the DEIS to those people expressing interest. Additionally,
the comment period was extended 60 days. While there were some difficulties,
the Air Force believes the notification efforts (coupled with the comment
priod extension and public hearing) were adequate.

2: These alternatives are not viable for reasons detailed in Section 2.3

3: The need for improved facilities is discussed in Section 1.0. Because of
the high level of current use of other regional ranges by other units, the
Cannon mission cannot be "parceled out" to these other ranges.. See Section
2.3.

4: See Section 2.3.1.

5: See response 1.

6: A cover letter containing a comment deadline and address was prepared;
however, a clerical error resulted in some DEIS's being mailed without it.
News releases sent to media (See response 1) contained information about
comment deadline and address.

7: The Air Force recognizes the interests in mineral rights, and has modified
its proposal to allow maximum private retention of mineral rights. See
Section 4.8.3.

8: Oil and mineral rights would be acquired, at Fair Market Value, on lands
to be acquired in fee simple title. The government also would compensate at
Fair Market Value the leasehold interests acquired. No oil and mineral rights
would be acquired on lands acquired in restrictive easement or lease. No oil
and mineral rights would be acquired outside the proposed expanded Melrose
Range.

9: The Lon-Mesa alternative was re-investigated. See Section 2.3.1 for a
discussion of that alternative.

10. The Lon-Mesa alternative was re-investigated. Re-routing flight paths

was found not to be possible in this area. See Section 2.3.1.

11: See response 8.

12: This comment references the "Farmland Protection Policy Act," Public Law
97-98, 95 Stat. 1341, 7 U.S.C. 4201. The purpose of this legislation was to
minimize the extent to which federal programs contribute to unnecessary and
irreversible conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses, and to assure
federal programs are compatible with state and local farmland protection
policies. However, section 1547(b) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 4208) states that
"None of the provisions or other requirements of this subtitle shall apply to
the acquisition or use of farmland for national defense purposes." Although
the Farmland Protection Policy Act is not a bar to proposed expansion of the

Melrose Bombing Range, the Air Force has taken steps to minimize impact on
agricultural activities. See Section 4.8.2.2.
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13: Air Force tactical aircrews practice flying in mountainous terrain

regularly. However, building a range in mountainous country is not practical
because targets must be built, policed, and scored, all of which requires
convenient access.

14: See response 10.

15: See response 12 concerning the Farmland Protection Policy Act. The
impact to home owners is discussed in Section 4.8.1.

16: The expansion of Melrose Range is not intended to increase activity but
to more effectively perform existing training sorties. The extra land is
needed to practice F-ill deliveries and to put Melrose Range in compliance
with the Air Force's stringent weapons safety criteria, as contained in Air

Force Regulation 50-46.

17: Grass fires of the size indicated do have a transitory adverse effect on
air quality within the immediate area of the fire. However, their overall
effect on regional air quality is negligible.

18: The indication, in section 2.1.1.1h of the draft statement, that 665
acres of vegetation would be removed was an error. As noted in Section 4.6,
approximately 400 acres of vegetation will be removed for new fire breaks,
targets, and target maintenance roads.

19: See response 12.

20: The Benson cemetery would not be acquired under this proposal, nor would
the graves be disturbed.

21: See Response 1.

22: The public input from the scoping meeting was incorporated in the DEIS.
Public comments during the DEIS review are herein addressed.

23: See responses 7, 8, and 12.

24: No gas transmission lines will be severid. If utilities/transportation
lines must be moved, costs will be borne by the Air Force. See Section 4.8.4,
4.8.5, and Response 20.

25: See response 6.

26: The entire EIS process is predicated on determining the various (i.e.
alternative) solutions to solvir the initial problem: severe training
limitations. Discussion of a "no-action" alternative is required. In this
instance no alternatives (except the proposed action) met the operational
requirements for an acceptable range. See Section 2.0 and 2.3.

27: Possible alternatives were considered but rejected because they were
operationally unacceptable, See Section 2.3.

28: See Section 2.3.1, which contains a re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa
alternative.
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29: The need for training is discussed in Section 1.0. The impact of reduced
military preparedness cannot be quantified.

30: The proposed expansion would capitalize on using existing range acreage.

The proposed expanded Melrose Range would consist of approximately 38,000
acres of private, 22,000 acres of federal, and 15,000 acres of state land. It
would be in the government's best economic interest to use available

government land; however, no suitable lands could be found.

31: The discussion of real estate acquisition was made at the request of the
New Mexico Congressional Delegation. The Air Force desired to present the
proposed real estate acquisition plan in order to facilitate public comment on
both the range expansion and the real estate actions.

32: Because of the high level of interest, the matter of compensation in the
Melrose area was dealt with in detail. However, at no time was the matter
considered by the Air Force to be more than response to public inquiry. The

Air Force statements indicated have explained Air Force policy on such
matters, and indicated likely courses of action should the expansion
alternative be selected. A final decision to expand the Melrose Range has not
been made. Any decision to expand the range must also be approved and funded
by Congress.

33: Comment noted. Section 5 has been revised.

34: The Air Force has used an interdisciplinary team. Members of the team
have consulted with appropriate agencies and utilized available resources to

analyze potential effects to the different environmental attributes.

35: As with most federally proposed or funded programs, some individuals may

be affected during the deliberative process or program development. This is
regrettable; but, unfortunately in some cases unavoidable. Cannon AFB

personnel have been very sensitive to the local needs and problems and have
tried to work with individuals to the best of their ability. This effort will

continue regardless of the decision to expand or not to expand the Melrose
Range.

36: Once an alternative was found not capable of meeting operational
requirements, further investigations into the environmental aspects of that

alternative were neither warranted nor required. Section 2 discusses the
proposed and alternative actions and the document does provide a basis for

comparative analysis. Section 2.4 compares the impacts of the viable
alternatives.

37: Comment noted. Socio-economic and human environment impacts are
discussed in Section 4, and compared in Section 2.4.

38: The requirements set out in Section 1.0 are based on technical and
operational considerations.

39: See response 10.

40: See response 6. Notification of the extended comment period was made by

a news release by Cannon AFB on 27 Apr 84; responses were accepted until June

30, 1984. See responses I and 6.
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41: See responses I and 6.

42: Discussion of these alternatives is now included in Section 2.3.2.

43: See response 9.

44: See paragraph 2.3.1.

45: See Section 4.6. All new target areas would be within the existing range.

46: The Air Force would be as flexible as possible in the acquisition process
to ensure the land owners are not left on untenable tracts. See Section
4.8.2.1.

47: The referenced sentence, in its entirety, bases a no effect determination
upon (a) correspondence from the Area Office of the US Fish and Wildlife
Service, (b) the possible establishment of a no fly area around the nest of
the protected golden eagle, (c) an inventory of flora and fauna accomplished
when the wildlife management plan was prepared, and (d) a literature review

(presented in Appendix E of the draft statement) of the results of numerous
field studies regarding the response of wildlife to military jet noise. The
Air Force has complied with its responsibilities under the Endangered Species
Act.

48: Section 3.5 of the DEIS recognizes the Melrose Range is within the
historic range of three endangered species, including the black-footed
ferret. Section 3.4 of the EIS contains a more complete catalog of faunal
species. Although population sizes and trends, habitat trends and many other
aspects of the area's ecosystem would be of great interest and value for
wildlife management, this information would not significantly contribute to
the analysis presented regarding the effect(s) of the proposal on wildlife.

49: A survey of the existing range was conducted by a contractor: the Air
Force agrees with the SHPO that the survey was inadequate. The Air Force is
now proceeding to reaccomplish the survey. The Draft EIS was incorrect when
it stated that a survey of lands off Air Force property had been conducted.
In consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, it has
been agreed upon that, pursuant to the authorization of funds for the
acquisition of proposed expansion areas, the Bureau and the Air Force will
initiate a Memorandum of Agreement.

50: The reference to Reference #19, DEIS Appendix should refer to Reference -

#20. See response 49.

51: Investigations must be undertaken in areas impacted by Air Force
activities. The Air Force has notified the State of New Mexico of its
commitment to such investigations (see Reference #20, DEIS Appendix)
However, this investigation will not be accomplished until a final decision is
made as to what lands (if any) would be acquired, and title gained.

52: Using risk analysis statistical procedures and other planning guidance,
new targets are located on Air Force ranges such that the probability of
ordnance striking outside of the prepared impact area is less than 1 in
10,000. The probability of ordnance striking an eligible archaeological site

outside of a prepared impact area is remote. Wherever possible, impact areas
and other ground disturbed areas will be located to avoid sites eligible for
the National Register of Historic Places.
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53: See response 20.

54: See response 51.

55: Past safety incidents occurring in the vicinity demonstrate the need for
expansion of Melrose Range. The expansion will increase the containment area

for weapons footprints to fully comply with safety standards. An aim of the
expansion is to lessen the risk to the public.

56: Tactical aircrews are briefed with regard to permanent obstacles (such as
power lines) prior to missions.

57: Section 4.8.1 discusses the impacts of the proposed action on the school
districts. Although the impacts do not appear to be of a magnitude to
threaten the existance of either school district, an overview of applicable
laws is provided below.

Public Law 94-565, 20 October 1976, 31 U.S.C. 6901 et seq. provides for

federal payments to units of local government when "entitlement lands" are
located within the taxing jurisdiction of such local government unit.

However, the Secretary of the Interior makes such payments, and "entitlement
lands" are defined as: National Park/National Forest System lands; land
administered by the Secretary of the Interior through the Bureau of Land
Management; U.S. lands dedicated to federal water resource development
projects; and U.S. owned dredge disposal areas under Corps of Engineers
jurisdiction. Therefore, it is the Air Force's opinion that this provision

* for payment of "in lieu of" payments has no application.

If federal acquisition of acreage since 1938 results in a decrease of at
least 10% or more of the total assessed value of all real property in the
school district, creating a substantial financial burden on the district for
which it is not otherwise compensated, then the district is eligible for
financial assistance through the Secretary of Education if funds are available
(20 U.S.C. 237, (Educational Agencies Financial Aid Act)).

The original bombing range consists of 22,120 acres of federal property
purchased subsequent to 1952. The proposed expansion totals 55,000 acres.
Annual taxes assessed on acreage proposed for expansion (only) is estimated to
be $2568.60 as of March 1984. At the current mill rate reported by the
Roosevelt County (NM) assessor of 18.339 mills per $1000 assessed valuation,
taxes lost on the original range property would total approximately $1200.
Since the EIS reflects annual school district receipts of $1,099,000 of which
$700,000 is state contributions, a maximum of $399,000 represents real estate
taxes. Thus, $3768.60 would be attributable to the 76,617 acres withdrawn
from the tax base for an impact of .8% on the Floyd budget. This is far short
of the 10% threshold necessary to trigger in lieu of payments.

58: Mineral rights are recognized in Section 3.8.2. Mineral resources are
discussed in Section 3.8.3. Section 4.8.3 discusses the procedures the Air
Force will follow to minimize losses to mineral rights owners.

59: Air Force and Department of Defense policy is to allow oil and mineral
* exploration and exploitation to the maximum extent possible as long as it does

not affect the mission of the installation. See Section 4.8.3.
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60: The Air Force's land acquisition policies for the proposed expansion are
intended to have minimum impact on land ownership and land use. (See Section
4.8.2.)

61: Other ranges are currently receiving heavy use. See Section 2.3.2.

62: Continuation in present status would be unsafe and would seriously affect
combat readiness of Cannon AFB aircrews.

63: The Hart bequest (Boys Ranch) will not be purchased. A portion of its
grazing lands will, however, be put under restrictive easement, which should
have a minimum impact.

64: Family burial sites, historical/archaeological sites and other sites
would remain accessible to individuals with bonafide purposes for visiting the
sites. Visit arrangements would have to be coordinated with Cannon AFB to
avoid subjecting visitors to dangerous situations.

65: It is Air Force policy to identify and protect sites of this type. To do
this, investigations are often undertaken See Section 4.7.

66: See response 1.

67: The usual comment period (45 days) was extended an additional 60 days.

68: From the perspective in the cockpit, the expansion will enormously
increase the realism of the target area at Melrose. Both visual aids and
radar attacks on targets from different directions pose a variety of tactical
problems that aircrews must cope with each time.

69: See response 58.

70: See response 59. Furthermore, the proposed use of the land does not
destroy the value of the minerals underneath, although it may temporarily or
occasionally restrict access.

71: A detailed evaluation of the Lon-Mesa and other alternatives is given in
Sections 2.3.1. and 2.3.2.

72: A proposal by the Air Force to the FAA to move MOAs was rejected.

Airspace in the entire area is extremely restricted.

73: The Lon-Mesa area also supports agriculture. See Section 2.3.1.

74: See response 59.

75: The Air Force agrees with this proposal. Section 4.8.2.2 outlines the
lease-back policy to be followed.

76: Prime and unique farmlands are formally defined by USDA. These
definitions are given in Section 3.6 of the DEIS.

77: Exploration/Exploitation may be possible on many parts of the proposed
expansion, providing certain conditions are met. This topic is discussed in
Section 4.8.3.
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78: See response 8.

79: The Air Force recognizes the importance of water rights in the Melrose
Range area. Air Force policy is outlined in Section 4.3. The evaluation of
wildlife impacts, and Air Force actions to minimize them is given in section
4.4. Mineral exploration will be possible in many instances, as discussed in
Section 4.8.3.

80: Comment noted.

81: Although the area is rated Class I, drilling in the area has heretofore
yielded disappointing results. See Appendix A, pages A-27 and A-35.

82: The EIS has expanded the discusion of mineral rights and their
acquisition. See Section 4.8.3.

83: See response 57 for a discussion of possible Department of Education
financial assistance. County tax revenue losses are discussed in Section
4.8.6.

84: Comments noted.

85: Comments noted. The EIS has been corrected.

86: See response 82.

0 87: See response 83.

88: Comments noted.

89: The Air Force is required under the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) to analyze potential environmental impacts of proposed actions together
with a complete evaluation of alternative actions and their effects, if
implemented. The notice which appeared in the 9 July 1980 Federal Register
formally noted possible alternatives to expanding the Melrose Range. These
included: continuing to use the present range unchanged (no action); closing
Melrose Range and acquiring land for a new range elsewhere; and closing
Melrose Range and conducting training at other military ranges. All these
alternatives are required to be dicussed as part of environmental analysis
process. The Air Force does not, as the comment implies, have an alternative
plan to the proposed expansion. The Farmland Protection Policy Act is
discussed in response 12.

90: Comments noted. See response 1.

91: Comments noted. Section 4.8.1 discusses the impacts on individuals, and
outlines compensations. Section 4.8.2.1 Discusses thc procedures th_ Air

Force has developed to minimize its land acquisition needs.

92: The proposed target area is the existing Melrose Range. The land
proposed for acquisition will serve as buffer only. The potential for hunting
on the proposed expansion area is discussed in Section 4.8.6. An outdoor
recreation plan for the Melrose Range will be prepared in the near future and
could include provisions for the activities mentioned in the comment. The

final decision authority regarding compatible outdoor recreation activities
would rest with the Wing Commander at Cannon AFB.
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93: There is no indication that disturbance to wildlife species in the land
proposed for acquisition will be significant. See Section 4.6 of the DEIS.

94: Comments noted. The information in the paragraph in question was
obtained from the staff of Eastern New Mexico University's Agency for

Conservation Archaeology. The section on archaeological/cultural resources
has been revised.

95: As noted in Section 3.7, a contracted survey of the existing range

revealed no sites eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.
Specifications for the survey were approved by the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Office. The final report prepared by the contractor was
determined by Cannon AFB and SHPO to'be unacceptable. This decision was not
reached until after publication of the DEIS.

96: The sentence quoted was inaccurate. Section 3.7 has been revised.

97: A 10% sample was recommended to the Air Force, as an initial effort, by
Eastern New Mexico Universty. The Statement of Work for the contracted survey
called for a 100% survey of areas that would be impacted during possible
future ground disturbing activities and a 10% survey following a specified

sampling design for the remainder of the existing range. The Statement of
Work (and sampling design) was approved by the New Mexico State Historic
Preservation Office.

98: Specific legal criterion must be met before a site/structure can be
declared eligible for inclusion on the National Register. "Significant" or
"important" sites may not necessarily meet eligibility criterion. Also see
response 95.

99. Cannon AFB and the SHPO have jointly attempted to obtain contractor

compliance. See response 95.

100. Section 4.9 now mentions archaeological sites. However, the probable
presence of significant sites in no way implies an inevitable adverse effect.

Moreover, the Air Force will identify and protect such sites.

101. Comments noted.

102: See response 35.

103: See response 6.

104: Comment noted.

105: The survey specifications were recommended by a professional

archaeologist. The report was found deficient, and will be reaccomplished.
See Sections 3.7 and 4.7 for a revised discussion of archaelogical/cultural
sites.

106: Comments noted.

107: The Air Force has extensively reorganized the EIS. A detailed

investigation of alternative sites is included in Section 2.3.1.

108: See response 12.
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109: See response 8.

110: See response 12.

111: See response 36.

112: The Air Force believes the EIS meets the requirements of NEPA.

113: Mineral rights are discussed in Section 3.8.1 and 3.8.3. Air Force
policies aimed at minimizing acquisition of mineral rights are diacussed in
Section 4.8.3.

114: An expanded discussion of alternative sites is given in Section 2.3.1.

115: See response 40.

116: The Lon-Mesa discussion of alternatives is given in Section 2.3.1.

117: There is no indication that significant numbers of children would be
displaced from the Floyd School District such that "growth" would be
restrained. According to Table 2, the Floyd School District would potentially
lose $3,051.29 of a total annual budget (1983-84) of $1,099,000. This loss
represents less than 1% of the total annual budget. Due to the size of
surrounding ranching operations, there is also no specific indication that the
existing range has restricted the student population attending Floyd School

* District facilities.

118: Sections 4.8.2.1, 4.8.2.2, and 4.8.3 discuss the Air Force's policies
aimed at minimizing impacts on landowners, mineral rights owners and land use.

119: Comments noted. The presence of two gas wells was noted on page D-29 of
DEIS.

120: There is no proof that a range expansion will unilaterally force a
closure or consolidation of the Floyd School District. As one of the smallest
school district in the state, the potential economies of consolidation could,
however, lead to that result at some future date.

121: A re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa site is given in Section 2.3.1.

122: The FAA was re-approached on the subject of feasibility of a range in

Lon-Mesa. Their position is given in Section 2.3.1.

123: The Lon-Mesa area is constrained by multiple considerations. See
Section 2.3.1.

124: The Lon-Mesa area, much like the Melrose area, is used for grazing. See
SecLioI 2.3.1.

125: Several sites in the Lon-Mesa area were considered, but none could avoid
airspace conflicts. See Section 2.3.1

126: See response 55. The area described in this comment lies outside the
proposed range expansion deemed necessary for safety. Also see Section 4.2

for a discussion of noise impacts.
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127: The Air Force will not purchase Boys Ranch lands in fee simple. Certain
grazing lands will be acquire by restrictive easement, so the current pattern
of land use should not be severly altered.

128: Air Force policy will be to lease back lands to current landowners or
leaseholders for the initial lease period. See Section 4.8.2.2.

129: See Section 4.4. The Air Force could establish a no fly area around the
nesting site of the golden eagles.

130: Not at this time. The golden eagle is not an endangered species.

131: Some Boys' Ranch lands would be acquired by restrictive easement. Water
rights and wells would not be affected.

132: Comment noted.

133: See response 7.

134: The manner in which reimbursements are set out can be confusing. 42

United States Code 4622 (Moving and Related Expenses), subsections (a), (b),
and (c) are alternative elections available to the applicant. That is, the
applicant may first elect to apply for (subsection "a"):

(1) Actual reasonable expenses of relocating a family, farm operation,
business or other personal property. There is no dollar limitation included
in this section.

(2) Actual direct losses of tangible personal property resulting from
either moving or discontinuing business or farm operations. This amount is
limited to an amount equal to reasonable expenses required to relocate (as
opposed to discontinuing) the property.

(3) Actual reasonable expenses in searching for a replacement business or
farm.

All three of the foregoing expenses are claimable and payable. However, an
applicant may elect instead to follow subsection (b) and accept both a moving
expense allowance of up to $300 and a dislocation allowance of up to $200 in
lieu of sub-section (a) payments. These two payments are not keyed to actual
expenses and therefore appear keyed to someone who occupies a small rental
apartment.

Subsection (c) offers yet another alternative to sub-section (a). A person
displaced from a farm or business can apply for these benefits and receive a
fixed payment equal to average net annual earnings of from $2,500 to $10,000.
Average annual net earnings is further defined as one-half of any net earnings
of a business or farm operation before taxes for the preceding two years.

By the terms of 42 U.S.C. 4623, an additional payment of up to $15,000 is
authorized to be made to any person displaced from a dwelling owned and
occupied for not less than 180 days prior to initiation of negotiations for
the acquisition of the property.

See Section 4.8.1 for a discussion of the intent of the laws involving
dislocation.
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135: Comment noted. Such developments would be acquired if they were located
in lands where fee acquisitions were required.

136: Section 4.8.1 discusses compensation of individuals for losses incurred
in dislocation.

137: Comment noted.

138: Lease-back for the first lease period will take place. See Section
4.8.2.2.

139: Roosevelt County or the school district would not receive any monies
from rents collected on leased government lands.

140: Utility lines and roads located within the lands acquired in fee would
be acquired by the Air Force at Fair Market Value. Should these utility lines
or roads serve others, they would be relocated at Air Force expense. Utility
lines and roads located on lands acquired by restrictive easement or lease
would remain in place to serve the public. See Section 4.8.5.

141: The question concerning the bonded indebtedness of the Floyd School
District is premature. There is absolutely no proof that an expansion of
Melrose Bombing Range will force a closure of the Floyd School District.
Approximately eight school-age children will be relocated if range expansion
is approved, and they might continue to attend Floyd schools from adjusted
locations. See Section 4.8.1. Section 4.8.6. discusses the impacts of the
proposed expansion on Tax Revenues.

142: The Lon-Mesa site is also supporting grazing. The site was
re-evaluated, but still found to be unacceptable. See Section 2.3.1.

143: Redistricting of school districts is exclusively a state function. The
federal government would have no recommendation or decision in such a matter.

144: This is a question of New Mexico State law that should properly be
referred to the attorney for the school district and the New Mexico Department
of Education.

145: The impact on property tax rates if the Melrose Range expansion is
approved will depend upon school district decisions. See response 57.

146: The Air Force believes it complied with CFR 40, Section 1501.7, para 2,
in that the DEIS noted that a total of eight families would be displaced if
the Melrose Bombing Range is expanded. A projected annual tax loss of

$3,051.29 would be sustained by the Floyd School District. There is
absolutely no proof that this impact will result in a closure of either the

Floyd School District or its facilities. See also response 141.

147: The safety buffer zone is established to provide maneuver room for
aircraft. Transitional vehicular traffic through the buffer zone will not be
endangered. SR25 lies within the buffer zone.,

148: A more detailed explanation of Air Force policy with regard to mineral

exploration is given in Section 4.8.3.
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149: Correct. The implication of these questions appears to be the DEIS
concealed the existence of the proposed range expansion from mineral rights
owners. Dissemination of this information is discussed in response 1. Also,
see response 8 concerning compensation.

150: The Air Force was informed that the whole region was Class I as early as
14 Apr 1980 (letter from State Planning Division Dept of Finance and

Administration, State of New Mexico). However, more detailed information
received from the U.S. Dept of the Interior (letter, August 4, 1980) and ELCO,
a private consulting firm (letter, July 22, 1980) reported that actual
drilling results had not been encouraging.

151: See response 6.

152: See response 35.

153: See response 20.

154: Payment for lands acquired in the proposed Melrose Range Expansion would'
be made as soon as practical, upon conclusion of negotiations and obtaining
clear title to the property.

155: The Siveletta Wildlife Refuge was partially donated and partially sold
to the Nature Conservancy by the Campbell family. The sale had a reversionary

clause stipulating use of the land for nature study and ancillary activities.
The land was in turn donated by the Nature Conservancy to the State of New
Mexico with reversionary clauses stipulating use of the land for nature
conservation and study. The land was then donated by the State of New Mexico
to the Fish and Wildlife Service Department of Interior, with reversionary
clauses stipulating use of the land for nature conservation/reversion to
nature, and scientific study. This land is currently in the second year of a
ten-year study and research period investigating reversion to natural
conditions associated with the arid climate.

There are lands within the wildlife area which could possibly be utilized for
Air Force training purposes. However, based on the stipulations of the
reversionary clauses attached to the use of this land, the area was dropped
from further consideration.

156: The Air Force has again met with the FAA in an effort to determine if

the Lon-Mesa holds any areas which might be suitable for a Bombing Range. No
such site was found. See Section 2.3.1.

157: Comments noted. The information has been corrected.

158: Suitable alternative sites meeting Air Force safety and training

criterion have not been found in the course of this investigation. See
Section 2.

159: See responses 7 & 8.

160: Comments noted. The tract and the well in question would not be
acquired in fee, but by restrictive easement. It is expected that present use
of the land and well will be unaffected by the proposed expansion.

161: See responses 7.
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162: See responses 77.

163: Our statistics indicate that approximately $700,000 of the $1,099,000
budget (1983-84) of Floyd School District was contributed by the State of New
Mexico. School district revenue therefore amounted to just about $400,000, or
43% of the district budget. The projected loss of $3,051.29 iq school taxes
represents less than 1% of this figure. Speculation that this loss will lead
to closing of the district therefore appears unwarranted. We have no
indication that expansion of the range will also have a "significant" impact
on the Melrose School District student enrollment. See Section 4.8.1 and
4.8.6.

164. See response 51 and Section 4.7.

165: The minimum public comment period for DEIS's, of all types is 45 days.
A 60-day increase in the comment period was deemed appropriate.

166: See response 6. The Federal regulations for an EIS are contained in 40

CFR parts 1500 - 1508.

167: See response 31.

168: See Section 2.3.1 For a discussion of the re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa
area. Alternatives are developed and investigated by the Air Force, using
internal staff analysis, comments and assistance from outside agencies, and
public comments.

169: Comment noted. Section 4.8.2.1 describes the Air Force's proposals
which would minimize impacts on state land holdings.

170: See response I.

171: Comments noted.

172: Gas and oil extraction activities outside the perimeter of the proposed
expanded range will not be restricted.

173: The Air Force has taken steps to minimize the loss of land, production,
and therefore, revenue. See Sections 4.8.2.2 and 4.8.3.

174: There is no projected increase in sortie activity. See response 55.

175: See response 92. Additionally, fishing is not available in the Melrose
Range area.

176. The Air Force will comply with applicable laws regarding identification
and protection of archaeological/cultural sites. See Section 3.7 and 4.7.

177: The Air Force believes impacts on wildlife by the proposed expansion
will be minimal. It is also developing procedures to monitor and protect the
wildlife in the area. See Section 4.4.

0 178: Correct.

179: Correct.
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180: Correct.

181: The real estate briefing was held at the request of the New Mexico
Congressional Delegation. The Air Force desired to present the proposed real
estate acquisition plan in order to facilitate public comment on both the
range expansion and the real estate actions. No decision on the future of the
Melrose range has been made.

182: Correct.

183: Correct.

184: Correct. See Sections 3.8.2, 3.8.3, and 4.8.3 for a discussion on
mineral rights policies.

185: See response 6. The DEIS was printed at Langley AFB, Virginia in the
spring of 1984. Several printings were made.

186: Correct. This topic is addressed in Section 2.2.1.1 and Table 2 of the
DEIS.

187: Correct. This topic of gas and oil potential was addressed in Section
3.3 and appendix reference #11 and #13 of the DEIS, and appears in Section
3.8.3 of the EIS.

188: Comments noted. A contracted survey was determined to be deficient, but
a satisfactory survey will be accomplished. See Sections 3.7 and 4.7.

189: See response 1.

190: Comment noted.

191: Section 4.8.1 explains the Air Force's proposal to exchange lands with
the state.

192: Comment noted.

193: Current acreage figures are in Section 4.8.2.1.

194: Comments noted.

195: The present policy of the BLM does not permit three party land
exchanges. The Air Force however, hopes to arrange a land exchange with the
state. See Section 4.8.2.1.

196: See response 55. There are no plans to have an east-to-west approach
pattern.

197: See responses 141 and 163.

198: See response 147.

199: The document has been reorganized. The Boys Ranch is not proposed Yor

acquisition.
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200: Acquistion patterns are designed to minimize impacts on landowners and
land use. Any decision to expand the range must be approved and funded by

Congress, and property would be acquired at fair market value.

201: Section 2.3.1 Discusses a re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa site.

202: Only 940 acres are affected in all of Curry County and the assessed
value of this property at $5,922 only yields $50.63 in tax revenues. These
lands will not be acquired in fee. Therefore, there is no indication that
there will be a school tax loss to the Melrose School District anywhere close
to $800 to $1000.

203: It is assumed that bus routes are constantly adjusted to match the
location of the school-age student population. The Air Force cannot predict
where families would relocate, and any route adjustments would be the
responsibility of the school district.

204. See response 64.

205: Comments noted. See responses 7 and 8.

206: Comment noted.

207: The DEIS was prepared by individuals listed in Section 5 of the EIS, not
by contractor. The EIS will be submitted to Headquarters, Air Force to be
used by decision-makers. This is in accordance with the intent of NEPA. The
ultimate decision will be made by Congress, which directly controls funds for
this project.

208: No resources were committed. It is reasonable to begin general planning
well in advance of the detailed final decision. The commitment of resources
is made by Congress, which must make any "give-and-take" decis,-ons.

209: See response 31.

210: Section 5 has been revised.

211: See response 35.

212: See response 36.

213: Acquisition of private land is undesirable, both for social and
economical reasons. Unfortunately, it is not possible to locate the required
land in areas of complete federal ownership, so acquisition of private lands
must be considered.

214: See response 6.

215: Comment noted.

216: Relocation of utilities would be paid for by the Air Force.

217: See response 140.

218: See response 140.
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219: There will be no compensation paid to the utilities for costs involved
in establishing new service to relocated customers. Dislocated families would
be paid normal utilities hook-up costs.

220: There will not be any compensation to the Telephone Cooperative for lost
revenues if affected individuals do not relocate in Roosevelt County.
However, since employment opportunties may remain, it may be expected that
some dislocated individuals will remain in the vicinity.

221: Comments noted.

222: Comments noted.

223: Gas lines on Air Force lands would be purchased. See Section 4.8.5.

224: Comments noted. See response 134 and Section 4.8.2.

225: Several possible sites were evaluated at Lon-Mesa. None were feasible.
See Section 2.3.1.

226: Re-evaluation of Lon-Mesa was accomplished. No suitable sites were
found. See Section 2.3.1.

227: Air Force safety guidelines are based on known weapon impact safety

areas and are unlikely to change.

228: 1980 census figures reflect 14,431 people live in Roosevelt County and a
maximum of eight families would have to relocate (not necessarily move out of
the county) as a result of a range expansion. At least three of the eight
affected families appear to reside in Curry County. Vehicle registration
formulas may not be expected to significantly change. Because of the policy
of purchasing restrictive easements, the miles of road lost is substantially
reduced. See Section 4.8.4.

229: We have no information to indicate how much (if any) corporate tax
revenue county assessors are collecting on the proposed expansion area.

According to representatives of the Clovis office of the New Mexico Taxation
and Revenue Department, they are unaware of any county taxes on corporate
fixed assets such as telephone lines, gas pipelines, and radio towers.

Furthermore, according to paragraph 3.10, of the DEIS, removal of the radio
tower is not foreseen. The Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property

Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 provides reimbursement for expenses incurred
pursuant to federal property acquisitions.

230: The Air Force believes that there is a difference in the economic impact
of dollars flowing through a community (for example, a payroll) and dollars
generated by a commodity (such as feed grains or livestock). Therefore, we
question assertions of a quadrupling of the assumed annual crop/livestock
monetary production figures. The New Mexico gross receipts tax is 3.75%,
collected by the State with Curry County receiving an additional .375% and

Roosevelt County receiving an additional .125% on transactions outside of a
municipality but within their respective counties.

231: See response 7.

232: Comments noted.
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233: See response 8.

234: This is basically the intent of the Air Force. See Section 4.8.2.1.

235: See response 97.

236: Comment noted.

237: See response 55.

238: See response 154.

239: See responses 1 and 6.

240: Comments noted. See Section 3.7.

241: Comments noted. See Section 3.7.

242: The Air Force will have a contracted survey performed which will be
acceptable to the New Mexico State Historic Preservation Officer and which
will comply with the requirements under title 36 CFR 800.

243: Reference #20, Appendix to DEIS is a memorandum of discussions between
the Air Force and the State of New Mexico. The described position of the Air
Force with regard to protection of cultural sites and mutual cooperation
remains unchanged.

244: Comments noted.

245: The EIS addresses these topics in section 3.7 and 4.7.

246: See response 20.

247: An applicable memorandum is discussed in Section 3.7.

248: See Section 5.0.

249: Comments noted. See response 35.

250: The closure of Cannon AFB is not considered a practical alternative in

the EIS.

251: Comments noted. Section 4.8.2.2 Describes policies the Air Force has
developed to maximize land use under the proposed expansion.

252: Comments noted.

253; No, but see response 8.

254: Comments noted. The Air Force believes there are no suitable tracts of
federal land available. See Section 2.3.1.

255: The contention that the Melrose Range expansion will attract increased
activity is without merit. All other aircraft cited as users are only

occasional users. It would be senseless for other fighters to use fuel and
time to transit to Melrose Range more often than is done now. The reason an
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expanded Melrose Range would not be more attractive to non-Cannon users is the
same reason Cannon sees traveling to another range beyond Melrose as
unattractive. Melrose is a convenient distance from Cannon.

256: The government would pay Fair Market Value for wells acquired. Cost of
new wells constructed would be the responsibility of the owner. When
construction of a new well is not a viable alternative, and when mission
requirements and well locations permit, arrangements for use of existing wells
by the current owner/tenant would be considered. See Section 4.3.

257: In the original proposal, the grazing leases currently in force at
Melrose Range would have been cancelled. However, in an effort to minimize
impacts on agriculture, the Air Force's revised proposal would permit (with
certain restrictions and limitations) continued grazing in both the current
and proposed buffer areas. See Section 4.8.2.2.

258: Action to set lease rates would not take place until after a decision of
whether to expand Melrose Range had been reached, and after land acquisition
was complete.

259: Air Force Regulation 126-1 requires grazing and cropland management
plans to be developed and approved before executing outleases or service
contracts. These management plans will insure provisions are established to
prevent erosion and noxious plant infestation.

260: The benefits of expanding the range is enhanced safety and better
training environment which will have a positive effect on combat readiness.
The Air Force has not tried to quantify this in dollars.

261: Economic impacts capable of quantification have been addressed in the
DEIS. The decrease in revenues is a very small portion of the local budgets.
See Section 4.8.6. Effects will depend upon how local governments respond to
the small losses.

262: The current estimated cost to expand Melrose Range is $13.7 million.
The revised acquisition proposal will minimize impacts on landowners, land
use, and revenue. See Sections 4.8.2.1, 4.8.2.2, and 4.8.3.

263: We have no figures as to how many farm/ranch employees will lose their
jobs versus being shifted to duties on other acreage. This secondary impact
is both uncertain and unknown.

264:. The figures quoted in the comment indicate the proposal area produces
approximately 0.6% of the crop income for the two counties. Like predicted
reductions in tax revenues, the ultimate impacts have not been modelled, but
are doubtlessly small.

265: We cannot predict social and economic impacts on the families to be
relocated if r'ange expansion is approved. There is no evidence that
farm/ranch operations on the periphery of the expanded range area, (that is,
adjacent to the out-leased buffer zone) will be affected in any way.

266: It is difficult to identify wells from records, as only certain types of
wells in certain locations need to be registered. Air Force policy regarding
wells - regardless of type or size - is given in section 4.3.
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267: The EIS has been revised to more comprehensively address water rights,alternative sites, and school districts.

268: See response 48. Additionally, a revised wildlife management plan for
the existing Melrose Range was recently prepared by the New Mexico Game and
Fish Department. The inventory of wildlife found on the range does not
include any endangered species.

269: See Section 4.4.

270: See response 48. The EIS contains an expanded species list. The fauna
list is not meant to be exhaustive, but representative. See Section 3.4.

271: Comment noted.

272: Improvements subsequent to Notice of Intent to acquire the land are not
compensated. Notice of Intent has not been given. It is anticipated that a
final decision will be reached before the summer of 1985.

273: Comment noted. There is no plan to publish an additional DEIS.

274: See response 119.

275: The Lon-Mesa site, upon re-evaluation, still fails to meet operational
requirements. See Section 2.3.1.

276: The current restrictive run-ins "funnel" flight patterns over certain
areas. The expansion of the range will permit more flexibility for run-ins
from north, south, and west, thereby lessening the funneling effect.

277: Comments noted. Mineral exploration would not be precluded by range
expansion.

278: The Air Force plan currently includes minimum purchase of land by fee

simple, supplemented by the purchase of restrictive easements. See Section
4.8.2.1.

279: The EIS has been revised to show existing and future 65 and 75 DNL noise
contours. There are no schools or hospitals within the 65 DNL or greater
contour. Locations of residences/ranches can be seen in respect to the noise

contours in Sections 3.2 and 4.2.

280: Comment noted. A general location map was included on page 6 of the
DEIS.

281: A wildlife management plan made in cooperation with appropriate agencies
will address these and similar matters. See Section 4.4.

282: Comment noted. The EIS has been corrected. See Section 3.3.

283: See response 48.

0 284: See response 262.

285: Because of the Air Force's flexible acquisition policy ( See Section
4.8.2.1) and land use policy (See Section 4.8.2.2), the actual amount of land
lost to production cannot be quantified.
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286: See response 8.

287: Comments noted. See Section 4.8.2.1.

288: Boys Ranch lands will not be purchased. Some grazing lands will be

placed under restrictive easement.

289: There is no statistical support for the assertion that a range expansion

will have a "devastating" effect on the Floyd School District. A total of
eight families residing in two counties would be relocated. Not only is there
no indication that they would relocate outside of their present county

(Roosevelt or Curry), the potential tax loss to the Floyd School District is
less than 1% of tax revenues generated within the district ($3,051.29).

District officials have not specifically identified any school bus route for

termination as a result of relocating specific families who reside within the

Floyd system. The District is free to make application for assistance to the
Secretary of Instructions.

290: See response 264.

291: Geological data included at pages D-29 and D-30 of the DEIS does not
support projections of significant potential oil and gas strata in the
immediate vicinity of Melorse Range.

292: The EIS does not list closure of Cannon Air Force Base as a practical

alternative.

293: The Lon-Mesa site has been re-evaluated in Section 2.3.1

294: Section 2.3.2 discusses the possibility of using other ranges. It was

found that other ranges are currently receiving high use, and could not accept
the Cannon AFB training mission.

295: See resposes 1 and 7. It is the intent of the Air Force to move swiftly
if the proposal is approved and funding appropriated.

296: See responses 242 and 243. Also see Sections 3.7 and 4.7.

297: See response 118.

298: See responses 7 and 113.

299: The Air Force proposes to exchange lands with the state where possible.

See. Section 4.8.2.1.

300: Cattle leases would continue. Current landowners or leaseholders would
be given preference during the first lease period. See Sections 4.8.1 and
4.8.2.2.

301: Comments noted.

302: A re-evaluation of the Lon-Mesa site is discussed in Section 2.3.1.

303: Comments noted.

304: The Loco Hills site has mineral extraction activities taking place on
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the property. The Air Force has no objections to such activities taking place
near an Air Force range, but cannot permit them within range boundaries.

305: Because of deficiencies in a contracted survey, the Air Force does not
have reliable archaeological data on the site. However, the Air Force will

comply with applicable law, and to work cooperatively with appropriate
agencies to identify and protect archaeological/cultural sites. See Sections
3.7 and 4.7.

306: See response 292.

307: The EIS has been substantially reorganized. The Air Force believes the
EIS complies with NEPA, and will be a valuable aid in decision-making.

308: See response 305.

309: See response 8.

310: The overwhelming majority of ordnance will impact close to established
targets. The figure of 10 acres (as given in para 4.7) may be considered
representative of the extent of continual habitat disturbance. Since most
ordnance is practice-type, explosive detonations will be uncommon, and noise
and concussion perceived by wildlife would come more from aircraft, not
ordnance.

311: See response 256.

312: See response 257.

313: See response 258.

314: See response 259.

315. See response 260.

316: See response 261

317: See response 262.

318: See response 263.

319: See response 264.

320: See response 265.

321: See response 266.

322: The EIS has been upgraded.

323: Comments received from private individuals were considered during
preparation of the DEIS. Appendix D contains reference material solicited and
used by the preparers of the DEIS.

324: Comment noted. The discussion of wells has been revised. See Section

4.3.
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325: Many migratory bird species may be seen in the area during biannual
migrations to and from the Isthmus of Panama. However, they are not common
visitors to the Melrose Range. This position is based in part upon an
inventory of common species provided by the New Mexico Game and Fish
Department. The inventory will be included as part of the newly revised
wildlife management plan for the Melrose Range.

326: See response 227.

327: Section 4.8.4 contains a revised estimate of the impact of the proposed
expansion on roads.

328: See responses 229 and 230.

329: The Air Force would pay fair market value for properties. See Section
4.8.2.1.

330: See response 305.
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APPENDIX B

LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS

This appendix identifies all property to be acquired under the proposed

action. No differentiation is made between lands to be purchased in fee,

acquired by restrictive easement, or leased from the state.
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Proposed land to be acquired encompasses the following:

Roosevelt County, New Mexico

Sections 19, 20, 29, 30, 31 and 32, TIN, R31E.

Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 17, 18, 19 and 20, TIS, R31E.

Sections 1, 12, 13, 24, 25, and 36, TIN, R30E.

Sections 1, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24, TiS, R30E.

S 1/2 of the SI/2 of Sections 8, 9, 10 and 11, TiS, R30E.

W 1/2 of Sections 6 and 7, TIS, R30E.

S 1/2 of the SE 1/4 of Section 7, TIS, R30E.

Sections 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 23 and 24, TIS, R29E.

W 1/2 and the W 1/2 of the E 1/2 of Sections 6, 7, 18, 19, 30 and 31, TIN,
R30E.

E 1/2 of the NE 1/4, Section 6, TIN, R30E.

NW 1/4 and the W 1/2 of the NE 1/4, Section 5, TIN, R30E.

Sections 1, 2, 11, 12, 13, 14, 23, 24, 25, 26, 35 and 36, TIN, R29E.

Section 30 and 31, T2N, R30E.

W 1/2 and the W 1/2 of the E 1/2 of Sections 29 and 32, T2N, R30E.

S 1/2 of Section 19, T2N, R30E.

SW 1/4 of Section 20, T2N, R30E.

W 1/2 of the SE 1/4 of Section 20 T2N, R30E.

S 1/2 of the N 1/2 and the S 1/2 of the N 1/2 of Sections 19, 20, 21, 22, 23,

24, T2N, R30E.

S 1/2 of Sections 22, 23, 24, T2N, R30E.

E 1/2 of the SE 1/4 of Section 21, T2N, R30E.

E 1/2 of the E 1/2 of Sections 28 and 33, T2N, R30E.

E 1/2 of NE 1/4 of Section 4, TIN, R30E.

Sections 25, 26, 27, 34, 35 and 36, T2N, R30E.

N 1/2 of Sections 2 and 3, TIN, R30E.
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Curry County, New Mexico

Sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 17 and 18, TIN, R31E.

West 1/2 and the West 1/2 of the East 1/2 of Sections 30 and 31, T2N, R31E.

SW 1/4 of Section 19, T2N, R31E.

S 1/2 and S 1/2 of the N 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of Section 19, T2N, R31E.

SW 1/4 of the S 1/2 of the NW 1/4 of the NE 1/4 of Section 19, T2N, R31E.

W 1/2 of the SE 1/4 of Section 19, T2N, R31E.
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APPENDIX C

WATER WELLS

This appendix contains the locations and known owners of wells in the
proposed expansion area.
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LOCATION OWNER

1. 2N 31E 31 221 Hart Ranch

2. 2N 30E 19 412 Harris Cattle Co.

3. 2N 30E 23 423 Unknown

4. 2N 30E 25 432 Jack Simon

5. 2N 30E 25 441 Hart Ranch

6. 2N 30E 26 442 Nolan Lawrence

7. 2N 30E 26 442 H. L. Harral

8. 2N 30E 27 132 Bob Jenkins

9. 2N 30E 27 234 Bob Jenkins

10. 2N 30E 31 233 Harris Cattle Co.

11. 2N 30E 31 343 Robert Grider

12. 2N 30E 31 344 Robert Grider

13. 2N 30E 33 314 Davis Bros.

14. 2N 30E 33 434 Unknown

15. 2N 30E 34 121 Bob Jenkins

16. 2N 30E 34 141 Bob Jenkins

17. 2N 30E 39 341 Bob Jenkins

18. 2N 30E 34 432 Bob Jenkins

19. 2N 30E 35 332 Bob Jenkins

20. 2N 30E 35 432 Bob Jenkins

21. IN 31E 17 132 Lenord Bigler

22. IN 31E 17 341 Lenord Bigler

23. IN 31E 17 441 Lenord Bigier

24. IN 31E 18 224 Harris Cattle Co.

25. IN 30E 01 212 Harris Cattle Co.
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LOCATION OWNER

26. IN 30E 02 443 Unknown

27. IN 30E 03 213 Guar Tex Inc.

28. IN 30E 04 231 Davis Bros.

29. IN 30E 05 123 Russel Grider

30. IN 30E 06 212 Robert Grider

31. IN 30E 06 222 Robert Grider

32. IN 30E 07 211 Robert Grider

33. IN 30E 13 223 State of NM

34. IN 30E 13 314 Jim Grizzle

35. IN 30E 13 414 Grayum Steele

36. IN 30E 15 322 J. J. Steele

37. IN 30E 24 114 H. H. Davis

38. IN 30E 24 114 Steele Ranch

39. IN 30E 30 111 H. H. Davis

40. IN 30E 31 313 H. H. Davis

41. IN 30E 32 344 H. H. Davis

42. IN 30E 32 344 H. H. Davis

43. IN 31E 20 321 J. J. Steele

44. IN 30E 33 211 J. J. Steele

45. IS 30E 06 ill H. H. Davis

46. IS 30E 18 221 A. J. Parker

47. IS 30E 23 F. L. Martin
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APPENDIX D

RESPONSES OF WILDLIFE AND FARM ANIMALS TO LOW
LEVEL MILITARY JET OVERFLIGHT
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Response of Wildlife and Farm Animals to
Low Level Military Jet Overflight
by I~ewi. R. Shotton

Reviewers of Air Force proposals for new low ception of the aircraft and the broad band fre-
level training routes and military operating quency distribution for jet engine noise (about
areas frequently express concern regarding the 200-20,000 Hz) versus the low frequency
dfect of jet noise on wildlife and farm animals. noise of sonic booms (with most of the sound
Repeated exposure to loud noises can be an energy between 15-50 1lz).
irritant for humans. However, we must be care-
ful not to assume animal responses to noise are Cottereau (1978) summarized studies regarding
analogous to human responses. Review of this the effects of sonic booms on wildlife and farm
issue is important in responding to these animal . Reported studies reached the follow-
concerns. ing conclusions:

Most published studies regarding the effects of a. Deer on Eglin Air Force Base, Fla., show

jet aircraft noise on wildlife and other animals no apparent i esponse to sonic booms.

deal with sonic booms (generated by supersonic b. Except for a group of young chimpan-

flight). A review of reports dealing with sub- zees, the reactions of London Zoo anim-

sonic, low altitude, jet aircraft overflights sug- als to sonic booms are negligible. (The

gests that animals, unaccustomed to jet aircraft term negligible was not expanded upon.)

noise, generally respond in the same manner as Chimpanzees showed a "tendency toward

they do to sonic booms. Responses range from a fright."

momentary pause or alteration of behavioral c. Sonic booms with overpressures of about

activit) to a startle reaction followed by running 1.25 lbs/sq ft caused a slight startle effect

(or flight). The apparent similarity in animal among reindeer confined in a one acre

responses to jet overflight less than 1500 feet corral. Reactions were more noticeable

above ground level and sonic booms (usually when boom overpressure increased to
generated at altitudes higher than 8000 feet about 4 lbs/sq ft; however none of the

above ground level) is not surprising. In both lying or resting animals arose.
in.'ta~. ., the noise is usually loud, sudden and d. Ravens converged orflocked immediately
of-relanvely short duration. (Keep in mind the following exposure to a chance sonic

rl,,rpose of low level flying tactics is to surprise boom. ntey began to disperse within 10

the oppocing forces.)-For compa rative purposes,

the noi.,e level from an F-,. tt 200' slant dis- e. Wild pheasant and quail egg production

tanLc, operating at cruise power and 300 knots and hatching success were unaffected by
indicated air speed is about 144 d B (C>, vhereas simulated booms.
soni, booni noise level from air combat maneu- f. Sonic booms appear to have no effectvering ,,perations ranges from 1ll to 116 dB upon fish.
So t r s IIg. rhe hatchability of chicken eggs, exposed

to over 600 booms at White Sands Missile

On Iiv t~her hand, differenes in noise from Range, New Mexico, was not affected.

iv lc% 0 subsonic overflight and higher alti- h. Sooty Tern eggs failed to hatch after

ude up,-rmnmi o erflight include the increased chance exposure to sonic booms. Three

durw,n of noise from a low level overflight, the very intense sonic booms (overpressures

great-r prhbahilit. that noise fromn low level unrecorded) may have caused embryo
n'. erfli~hr '~ 1 he d ipaniedl byvsa e-damage due to egg abandonment or phys-

ical damage to uncovered eggs.
LIj4I, I . \, I I . ,k. ,ji are h,./r, at the end of thi. i. A sonic boom test condu. ted at Edwards

,.. At F , Calif., revealed MiitnIal responses
from horses, cattle and sheep. Poultry

.11 I +' to , I.,.v , L'ir,.,. ;1 . , S,,mi of .,,,,,.,e responded by occasionally flying, run-
I ,-al ,I oV ,nJ, iiita, r,; t , A e.lrrno tarre y rnl g, crowding and cowering.

,1, ima (ma,,,1%turl Raour, Jhimager. 11Q2 TiC. j. Cattle re.%,.onded to sonic booms by briefly
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stopping or altering their current behav-
ioral activity. Milk yield was not affected.
Semen quality or quantity was not
changed. Calves were horn at term after -
sonic boom exposure during the first
month of pregnancy.

k. Sheep responded to sonic booms by briefly
stopping or altering their behavioral activ-
ity. Running together was observed but
there was no panic or injury.

1. Pigs stopped their current activity and
remained quiet for a few seconds when
exposed to a sonic boom.

m. Horses (especially purebreds) have been
reported toj ump and/or gallop in response
to a sonic boom.

n. Repeated exposure tosonic booms caused
no signs of disturbance or deleterious
effects on reproduction related activity in in roosters, growth of chickens or hat-
mink. chability of eggs.

e. Repeated sonic booms have no effect on
Many wild animals appear to acclimate easily to hatchability of eggs of free-living wild
low-level jet overflights. Fletcher (1977) recog- birds.
nizes this by pointing out that if aircraft engine f. Pressures sufficient to break eggs are
noise was aversive to wild animals, areas around approximately one order of magnitude
large airports would be devoid of wildlife. Actu- greater than those that can be expected
ally, large airports often provide habitat for a from sonic booms.
high diversity of wildlife species. At some Air g. Poultry exposed to sonic booms expe-
Force installations (bases and bombing/gunnery rience a startle reaction and cease activity
ranges) management of wildlife populations is a for 20-30 seconds after each boom.
major aspect of intense programs for multiple h. Starlings, skylarks, linnets, ravens, tind
use of natural resources. In many instances the condors all display startle reactions to
concentrations of birds create a hazard to air- sonic booms.
craft landing and taking off (e.g. Fisher, J. i. Mallard, tufted, and eider ducks show a
1978). This conclusion is supported by expe- startle reaction to sonic boo'ns and feed-
rience with Air Force programs to reduce the ing activities -are briefly interrupted.
probability of a bird or deer collision with air-
craft taking off or landing. Discouraging use of . Raptorial atd songbirds also show a star-
areas adjacent to runways by birds and other .tle reaction to sonic booms.

wildlife isa difficult task.y echniques involving k. Brooding behavior of terns, chickens andwildifesadificlt ask.Tecniqes ivolingdomestic turkeys is affected by sonic
loud aerial bust of pyrotechnics are only tem- booms, but there is no effect on the east-
porarily effective. em wil treoern wild turkey.

Milligan(1 9 80)indicatesthata review of scien- I. Sonic booms have no effect on pheasant
tific studies and his own experience as a veteri- egg production.
narian and poultry scientist supports the con- m. Egg production in domestic turkeys is
clusions quoted below: unaffected by noise.

n. Poultry scientists are convinced that sonic
a. Sound has no effect on hatching success booms have no effect on egg production.

of quail eggs.
b. Sonic booms do not affect embryonic A two year study conducted by Ellis (1981),

mortality in quail. under cooperative agreement between the U.S.
c. The hatchability of chicken eggs is unaf- Fish and Wildlife Service and the Air Force,

fected by sonic booms. involved nearly 1000 low level jet aircraft passes
d. Sound has no effect on spermatogenesis at 47 breeding sites of eight species of birds of
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prey (including the endangered Peregrine Fal- (not previously covered in this article) dealing
(on) to record responses to low-level jets and with the effects of jet engine noise on animals
soflit" bmoins. Ellis' conclusions regarding low indicated the following:
levrl passes are.:

a. Swine repeatedly exposed to recorded
a. Small nestlingsdo not noticeably respond. aircraft noise of 120 to 135 dB (frequency
b. Large nestlings may coweror flee (within weight scale not reported) experienced

the nest area) when military jets pass at no injury to the inner ear. Temporary
distances of 100 meters or less. physiological resp6nses reported in other

c. Large nestlings are alerted, but show no studies using recorled aircraft'noise in-
alarm when jets pass at distances greater cluded increased heart rate, excess secre-
than 300 meters. tion of the hormone aldosterone and

d. Adults arc usually alerted or alarmed by "severe" retention of water and sodium in
jets passing closer than 300 meters. At young castrated males. However, there
times adults ignore even the closest air- were no effects regarding feed utilization,
craft. On rare occasions adults flee when rate of weight gain, food intake, or re-
a jet approaches to within 300 meters. production..

e. Aircraft passing nestling sites at distances b. Milk production in 182 cow herds within
greater than 500 meters are ignored or three miles of eight Air Force Bases was

casually watched by adults. compared over a period of one year to

f. Adudt behavior indicative of site aban- herds not exposed to jet noise. There was

donment was not observed. In no case no significant difference in milk pro-
was nestling death or aerie abandonment duction.

implicated. c. Fertilized chicken eggs exposed to jet

g. Nesting success and second-year reoccu- aircraft noise hatched normally and the

pancy rates were high for all aeries. quality of chicks hatched was unaffected.
d. Weight gain, feeding efficiency, meat

In a contracted report for the U.S. Environ- tenderness and yield, and mortality of

mental Protection Agency, Dufour (1980) chicks frequently exposed to recorded

reviewed studies regarding effects of noise (all aircraft flyover noise were not affected.

suurceb) on animals. Synopsized study results e. Infrequent exposure of chicks to over-

I"
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flight noise did not effect weight gain or
feeding cfficiency.

f. Turkeys exposed to recorded jet engine
noise for four minutes in the third day of
broodiness resumed egg laying.

g. Studies done near airports in France "
indicate that wild rabbit populations are ,
not affected by aircraft noise. -

Many long term exposure effects and physio- . "
logical responses remain to be studied; how-
ever, there are numerous examples of wildlife
populations (including endangered species) that f'
live in apparent harmony with long term expo- t '
sure to low level jet overflights. The endan- j:'

gered Brown Pelican and numerous other wild- I.
life species utilize a mangrove swamp habitat on
either side of the approach end of the main
runway at MacDill Air Force Base, FL. Figh- *:)
ter jet aircraft routinely pass about 300 to 800
feet above feeding or roosting Brown Pelicans. ....
Pelicans and other wild animals show no behav-
ioral response to the overflights. Animals on the
Nellis, Luk and Eglin Air Force Ranges have
been exposed to low level jet aircraft noise for
over 25 years with no apparent effects. U.S. REFERENCES
Fish and Wildlife Service records show the age
structure and population count of bighorn sheep 1. Cottereau, P. H. 1978. Effects of Sonic Boom
on the Nellis Air Force Range have not signifi- from Aircraft on Wildlife and Animal llu,-
candy changed (McQuivey, 1978). Over the bandry. In: J. L. Fletcher and R. G. Busnel
past two decades the "wild" horse population (eds). Effects of Noise on Wildlife: 63-79.
on the Nellis Air Force Range has grown from 2. Dufour, P.A. 1980. Effects of Noise on Wild.
approximately 200 to an estimated 6,000 horses. life and Other Animals: Review of Research
On the Luke Range, falcons nest in low level Since 1971 EPA Report 550/9-80-100 '.S.
corridors where jets frequently pass very close Environmental Protection Agency. \Vashing-
to the surface (Ellis, 1981). IEndangered Red- ton, D.C.: 2 1-67.
cockaded Woodpeckerson the Eglin Air Force 3. Ellis, D. 11. 1981. Responses of Raptorial
Reservation appear to be unaffected by frequent. Birds to Low Level Military jet% and Sonic
low level jet overflight. Cattle grazing in close Booms. Contract Study U.S. Fish and Wildlife
proximity to target complexes on the Avon Part Service and U.S. Air Force. IQ TAC, Langley
Air Force Range show no behavioral response AFB, VA 59 pp.
while jet aircraft make low level target passes. 4. Fisher, J. 1978. Birds and Airplanes Don't

Mix. International Wildlife. 8:7-1).
Reported scientific observations and studies 5. Fletcher, J. L. 1978. Effects of Noise on
regarding the effects of low level jet overflight Wildlifeand Other Animals: Reviewof Rcsearch
on animals are not conclusive.There may be Since 1971. EPA contract WA-7-1673-J. U.S.
circumstances when it is prudent to avoid low Environmental Protection Ageny. Washing-
level overflight of wildlife or other animals. For ton, D.C. 24 pp.
example, a confined farm animal may injure 6. McQuivey, R. P. 1978. 'The Desert Big I lorn
itself or other animals if startled by any noise. Sheep of Nevada Biologi( a! But!,ti. No.. 6,
However, the preponderance of information on Nevada Dept. of Fish and Game, R no, Nc ado.
this subject indicates that wildlife and farm 7. Milligan, J. E. 1980, Opinion of U.SAF
animalsdo not suffer major or long-term adverse OEH L Staff Veterinarian. Unpublished, .'SAF
cffects from low level military jet overflight. ()!-IL, Brooks Air Force Base, Tex., 5 pp.
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